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ABSTRACT
LEADERSHIP AND HUMOR STYLES IN CONTINUING
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS
Emmanuel Sarris, Ed.D.
Department of Counseling, Adult and Higher Education
Northern Illinois University, 2018
Suzanne Degges-White, Director
Humor is a useful tool at everyone’s disposal. How or when it is used in continuing
education (CE) leaders is an area of research that has not been done before. A CE leader deals
with teams of all sizes and oversees a potentially large budget and student base. With all the
responsibility of a leader and having to manage teams and programs properly, it is important to
understand the role leadership and humor styles play in their work life and environment. The
central research question of this study is, “What is the relationship between leadership style and
the use of humor in continuing education leadership?” The research done in this study looks to
find a better understanding of the use of humor in continuing education. More specifically, it
looks to understand how leadership and humor are related in CE leadership.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The field of higher education is seeing a dramatic change. No longer does one finish high
school, complete a four-year college degree, and spend the rest of one’s career without any
subsequent formal training. Today, students who are looking to enter the workforce and get a job
are increasingly utilizing continuing education (CE) to aid in achieving their goals. According to
the National Center for Education Statistics (2007), approximately 44% of individuals between
the ages of 16 and 40 participated in some form of continuing education. With university tuitions
rising dramatically every year, it is no surprise that continuing education is seeing an uptick in
popularity among students who are seeking career training and personal growth.
Human beings have a natural impulse to learn, yet for many, traditional opportunities to
dedicate oneself to formal education cease to exist in early adulthood. According to Griffith
(1985), continuing education can be used to acquire new knowledge or reacquaint oneself with
knowledge that has been forgotten over time. This new knowledge leads to personal growth.
Maslach (2003) emphasizes the critical need for continuing education in the growth of
individuals in their personal and professional lives through personal enrichment and professional
development.
The term “continuing education” is used flexibly to describe courses and programs not
exclusively fitting into the traditional college or university model. With this in mind, Jarvis
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(1983) defined continuing education as a place to develop abilities, upgrade education, seek
personal enrichment, develop professionally, and advance one’s knowledge. While there
continue to be many different models, course structures, and types of continuing education, this
type of education remains a staple for those wanting to advance in the workforce and gain
knowledge relevant to their specific trade.
According to the U.S. Department of Education (2016), President Obama’s 2017 budget
“provides $69.4 billion in discretionary funding, a 2% increase over the 2016 appropriation,” and
included several clauses to increase funding to continuing and adult education. Institutions of
higher education across the country, both non-profit and for-profit, offer continuing education
programming to meet the demand. Given the popularity of continuing education, as well as its
critical function within education and society, it is important to examine how continuing
education is implemented. The present study focused on how administrators within the CE field
use leadership and humor.
While there are different types of institutions implementing continuing education
programs, each continuing education program has an organizational model in which leaders are
identified to coordinate programs and educational efforts. To be successful in continuing
education, leadership envisions, develops, implements, and executes on a vision of success
(Greenberg, 2016). With the right type of leader, community and student needs are assessed,
leading to the development of programs specific to the needs of the area that will be successful in
enrolling students and bringing in sustaining levels of revenue.
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Types of Leadership
While there are many types of leaders, leaders are broadly defined as individuals who
influence others to work in coordination to achieve a shared goal (Northouse, 2015). In addition,
Northouse (2015) has noted that leadership qualities include interactions among multiple
members of a group that may include efforts to alter the perceptions and expectations of the
group members. According to Gardner (1990), leadership uses persuasion by example to
introduce a shared objective into a group, where both the leader and followers agree on the
desired outcome.
Leaders are also seen as “agents of change” as their decisions and actions affect the group
members more than those of others (Bass, 1990). Bass (1990) stated that leaders are those
individuals who are able to modify the motivations and competencies of the rest of the group. In
order for leaders to have an influence over other human beings, motives and purposes must align,
whether they are institutional, political, or personal. Wenzel (2011) has gone on to say how
important it is for leaders to understand the departments that they lead, including everything
from the purpose of the program to the community context in which the program resides.
The purpose of the present research was to examine styles of leadership and styles of
humor among continuing education leaders to determine how leadership and humor combine in
that setting. Questionnaires that assessed leadership and humor styles were used in the study to
gather data from continuing education leaders in four-year universities in the United States. The
data that were collected enabled me to examine ways in which leadership styles and styles of
humor are interrelated in the continuing education environment.
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Leadership styles were evaluated using a 45-question instrument called the Multi-Factor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), which measures the strength of each of three styles of
leadership: transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire. In transformational leadership, a
leader will use empathy toward his or her subordinates to encourage working together toward a
common goal (Carrica, 2009; Korek, Felfe, & Zaepernick-Rothe, 2010; and Northouse, 2004). In
transactional leadership, a leader will reward subordinates based on how well they comply with
directives, policies, and procedures (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Burns, 1978). Laissez-faire leadership
signals the absence of a true leader, with a lack of engagement from the top (Celik, 1998;
Northouse, 2004).

Types of Humor
Styles of humor were measured in this study using the Humor Styles Questionnaire
(HSQ). That instrument measures the strength of each of four styles of humor among continuing
education leaders: self-enhancing, affiliative, aggressive, and self-defeating. Self-enhancing
humor involves laughing at oneself, making oneself the good-natured target of the humor. For
example, a leader who says things like, “I may not be the smartest guy in the room…” or
“Maybe I’m the only one who’s not getting this…” Actors in commercials, Romero and
Cruthirds (2006) say, use lines similar to those as self-enhancing humor to help them make
connections with their audience so that the audience will identify with them. The use of selfenhancing humor also helps maintain the power hierarchy within the workplace because it is
“beneficial when addressing higher status people by assisting the initiator to ingratiate a superior
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or group (e.g., upper management). Specifically, self-enhancing humor facilitates the leader’s
acquisition of power from superiors by increasing the leader’s appeal” (Romero & Cruthirds,
2006, p. 63). It is clear from these authors that this style of humor helps leaders and followers
make connections with one another.
The second type of humor measured by the HSQ is affiliative humor. Romero and
Cruthirds (2006) stated that “affiliative humor is like a social lubricant that facilitates
interpersonal interaction and creates a positive environment. We assume that when affiliative
humor is employed in organizations, the initiator’s intention is usually to bring people together”
(p. 59). This type of humor is essential in creating a positive work environment due to the
connections that it forges between colleagues. As the work environment improves, the staff
becomes more positive and better teamwork is the result. Affiliative humor makes a group feel
more cohesive and positive due to members feeling like they are a valued part of the group. This
eases tension and stress because the burdens of work are divided among a group of individuals
who feel like they are in it together (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006).
The third type of humor measured by the HSQ is aggressive humor. Aggressive humor is
often a hurtful, negative type that “must always be avoided” (Wallinger, 1997). “Aggressive
humor may focus on the other’s character and behavior” (Saroglou & Anciaux, 2004, p. 258) and
will make interactions and the work environment negative. Individuals at the top of the
workplace hierarchy will often use this type of humor “to solidify their position in the hierarchy
by demonstrating power over subordinates” (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006, p. 63). When the leader
of an organization uses this type of humor, it can create imitators lower in the hierarchy and
“would likely contribute to dysfunctional competition within groups and organizations” (Romero
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& Cruthirds, 2006, p. 65). Aggressive humor can become contagious within an organization and
may greatly corrode the workplace culture.
Finally, the fourth type of humor measured by the HSQ is self-defeating humor. This
style of humor involves a humbling of oneself. Self-defeating humor is often used when people
make fun of themselves or says things to put themselves down because they believe the group
will accept them more easily if they are able to poke fun at themselves (Romero & Cruthirds,
2006). Self-defeating humor can be an unhealthy form of humor because it involves putting
oneself down so that others will not. The victim of a bully who denigrates himself so as to avoid
the bully’s insults is using self-defeating humor.

Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study was to examine styles of leadership and styles of humor among
continuing education administrators to determine whether and in what ways leadership and
humor are related to each other. More specifically, the primary aim of this study is to determine
if there is a correlational relationship between leadership style and humor style among leaders of
continuing education departments in four-year universities in the United States. There has been
prior research on leadership and humor, but this dissertation is the first research to look at both
leadership and humor within the leadership of continuing education programs.
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Significance of the Study
Establishing that leadership style and humor are correlated among leaders in continuing
education programs would not necessarily mean that altering one’s leadership style will lead to a
change in humor or that changing one’s style of humor will lead to a change in leadership.
However, if leadership and humor are causally related in either (or both) directions, that causal
connection would be reflected in a correlation between leadership and humor. Thus, showing
that leadership and humor are correlated would set the stage for subsequent research to
investigate the possibility that the constructs might be causally related. Were it to be found that
changing a leader’s style of humor has a shaping effect on the leader’s leadership style, that
finding would be important because humor is readily available and costs nothing. Conceivably,
continuing education leaders might be able to achieve more effective styles of leadership through
a concerted effort to alter their approach to humor. More immediately, establishing that
leadership and humor are correlated will be informative to continuing education leaders and may
lead some to reconsider their approach to using humor. This study of the relationship between
leadership and humor has the potential to give everyone in the continuing education field a better
understanding about which styles of humor could be positive and which could be negative. This
could be very helpful to leaders in the field as they strategize about new tactics to use within
their organizations.

Research Design
This was a quantitative study that used a correlational cross-sectional research design. An
online survey was used to collect data on the leadership and humor styles of continuing

8
education leaders as well as their demographic characteristics during February and March 2018.
Participants in the study were continuing education leaders and department heads holding titles
such as Vice Provost, Associate Vice Provost, Dean, Executive Director, Director, and other
similar titles at four-year public universities in the United States.

Research Questions
The overarching research question (RQ) for this study was RQ1: What is the relationship
between leadership style and humor style among administrative leaders in continuing education
programs in public four-year universities in the United States? The study used a canonical
correlation analysis to address this question by examining the strength and statistical significance
of the multivariate relationship between three leadership styles and four humor styles. Once that
overall, multivariate relationship was established, 12 additional research questions pertaining to
the 12 bivariate relationships between leadership styles and humor styles were posed:
RQ2: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and affiliative humor?
RQ3: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
RQ4: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and aggressive
humor?
RQ5: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and self-defeating
humor?
RQ6: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and affiliative humor?
RQ7: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
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RQ8: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and aggressive humor?
RQ9: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and self-defeating
humor?
RQ10: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor?
RQ11: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
RQ12: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor?
RQ13: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating
humor?

Definitions of Terms
Transformational leadership: Transformational leadership is defined as a style using
emotions such as empathy with interpersonal communication to motivate followers to attain the
shared goals (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978).
Transactional leadership. Transactional leadership is defined as a style where the leader
will punish or reward the follower based on how compliant they are (Bass & Avolio, 1990;
Burns, 1978).
Laissez-faire leadership. Laissez-faire leadership is defined as the absence of leadership
or the lack of intervention of a leader (Celik, 1998; Northouse, 2004).
Self-enhancing humor. Self-enhancing humor encourages emotional connections by
enhancing the group members’ perceptions of the group (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006).
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Affiliative humor. Affiliative humor can be used to develop an open work environment in
which ideas can be freely expressed and to communicate norms that support creativity. Examples
of affiliative humor include funny stories particular to a group, inside jokes, and good-natured
practical jokes that are traditionally played out during social events (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006).
Aggressive humor. Aggressive humor hurts interactions because it causes groups to enter
into conflicts without actually engaging in destructive behavior, relying on the face-saving
ambiguity of being humorous (Kahn, 1989).
Self-defeating humor. Self-defeating humor is used by individuals to make fun of
themselves in the hopes of winning over members of the group (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006).

Summary
This introductory chapter provided an overview of continuing education and previewed
what is to come in this dissertation. The focus of this dissertation research was on examining the
relationship between leadership and humor styles among leaders in continuing education
programs, and the three styles of leadership and four styles of humor that were examined in the
study were described in this chapter. The purpose of the study was presented as the evaluation of
the extent to which leadership and humor are correlated in continuing education leaders in fouryear universities in the United States. The dissertation makes a significant contribution to the
literature as it marks the first time that leadership and humor have been examined simultaneously
within the leadership of continuing education programs. Research design and research questions
were explained in detail, along with appropriate definitions of key terms that will be relevant to
the reader throughout the remainder the dissertation.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

In an attempt to better contextualize continuing education, leadership styles, and humor,
an extensive review of the literature was conducted. This review of the literature focused on
better understanding the definitions, historical development and philosophical underpinnings of
continuing education, leadership, and humor individually in order to better consider them
collectively and inform the larger context. First, this review of literature provides an overview of
continuing education along with its history, mission, contributions to different institutions and a
typical organizational chart. Next, literature examining leadership in continuing education is
offered, focusing on three distinct types of leadership that influence this industry as well as
general leadership traits. Also included is a review of the literature on the definitions of humor,
its perceived functions, and its influence in workplace and, specifically, in continuing education
environments.

Continuing Education

Definitions
Knowles (1980) had a more formal way of describing continuing education, defined as
“the process through which adults learn; the organized activities i.e. institutional settings
surrounding adult learning; and the social practice that brings adults together into a discrete
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social system wherein adults engage in learning” (p. 25). Jarvis (2002) concurred, describing it
simply as an opportunity to continue learning after the conclusion of a full-time education.
Exploring the most current literature related to continuing education resulted in some
definitions from scholars more recently active in the industry. Brook (2010) proposed that
continuing education should ensure professionals find the answers to questions and problems
because without such skills their performance in the workplace would be low. Additionally,
Wenzel (2011) outlined the need for continuing education programs to plan for the future and
focus on the next era of business and industry, well before these businesses even know what type
of education is required. The author noted that planning within the colleges offering the courses
requires that professionals are involved in the process, with the ability to process complex social
interaction requiring a set of social skills.
In 1984, The Report of the Council on the Continuing Education Unit Project to Develop
Standards and Criteria for Good Practice in Continuing Education was released to propose
industry best practices and standards for the continuing education sector. This report defined
continuing education as formal or informal, offered in various methods, including in-person,
workshops, and even distance education. These types of programs offer credit or non-credit
awards to students who complete. This is important to note because it highlights how the
outcome of continuing education that varies by situation – sometimes resulting in credit,
sometimes not –is important to keep in mind when defining the term.
Similarly, the definition of continuing education does not necessarily mean developing
oneself professionally. According to Darkenwald and Merriam (1982), it can also be defined by
changes in adults’ knowledge, attitudes, values and skills through systematic and sustained
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learning, upending major social roles. This development in values and attitudes can be just as
important to one’s personal development as classes taken to cultivate skills in one’s profession.
In summary, Van Hoof and Meehan (2011) described it succinctly by stating that at the end of
the day, continuing education is an ongoing effort to improve performance.
Continuing education definitions are not always straightforward and finding a shared
understanding can be complex. However, most scholars, including Maslach (2003), agree it is a
valuable and important part of any healthy society and that it serves key functions by offering
opportunities for personal enrichment and learning development in an individualized, student-led
manner. For the purposes of this research, continuing education departments, offices, units, and
programs are interchangeable terms and will be referred to as programs throughout.

History
While possible that human beings have been engaging in lifetime learning for millennia,
the first documented reference to continuing education is seen in 1862. In the Morrill Act of
1862 is signed into law on July 2, President Abraham Lincoln decreed that each state would be
granted 30,000 acres of public land for each appointed senator and representative based on the
1860 census. The royalties from these lands were to be put into an endowment to fund the
education of agricultural and mechanical arts students. (Morrill Land Grant Act, n.d.).
As years progressed and continuing education evolved, higher education institutions used
the idea of correspondence from the Morrill Act and began offering correspondence classes from
1900 to 1926 at schools like Cornell University (Wenzel, 2011). The “Wisconsin Idea” was the
first system to begin offering extension courses based off of Britain’s
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model of taking lecture series courses and offering them throughout the state (Schugurensky,
2000). These lecture series and correspondence classes eventually became what we know today
as distance education by 1944 (Moore & Kearsley, 2005).
According to Cervero and Wilson (1996), the 1960s brought an era of continuing
education programs emerging as separate entities, independent from the universities with which
they were affiliated. This profound change was the result of professionals interested in upgrading
or obtaining new knowledge. In the 1970s, the authors noted that continuing education during
this decade involved re-licensures and re-certification to stay up to date with job skills. Cervero
(1998) stated the many areas of focus for interested professionals: engineering, accounting, law,
medicine, pharmacy, veterinary science, social work, librarianship, architecture, nursing home
administration, nursing, management, public school administration and many others. He recalled
the large, lecture-style classroom settings that were a mainstay of continuing education through
the end of the 20th century.
In today’s continuing education, programs are market driven and respond to needs of the
community and institution. According to Matkin (1997), today’s continuing education program,
although it may be a part of a higher education institution, does not act like one. With more
flexible programming and the ability to take on and implement new initiatives quickly,
continuing education programs are being called on to try new programs before other academic
units. These programs are the equivalents of startup incubators within a traditional, long-standing
business. They can be nimbler and more agile, taking risks that their legacy counterparts are not
able to achieve due to their bureaucratic natures.
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Value of Continuing Education
Wenzel (2011) pointed to changing marketplace conditions that affect continuing
education programs, much like other industries. Remaining competitive and offering relevant
classes and services when compared with other continuing education programs is just as much of
a priority as in other industries to stay one step ahead of the competition. Continuing education
programs often fulfill their own mission in addition to those of their parent institutions,
highlighting how important it is to fulfill objectives for both entities.
The financial relationship between parent institution and continuing education programs
can be cause for concern when it comes to organizational stability and change. When looking at
the changing nature of continuing education, Cantor (2006) pointed out that despite the differing
structures of continuing education programs, revenue pressures are typical for all of them. He
wrote that often revenue from continuing education is viewed as additional funds in the coffer of
the college overall. Research universities often require self-sustaining budgets for their programs
to include no budget or public funds. Continuing education programs have emerged as an
alternative way of find funding for the university as a whole. The Harvard Computing Group
(1998) concurred, noting that since the 1990s, continuing education has increasingly become
self-supporting and financially independent, requiring no subsidies from the university. This is a
major reason why we are seeing continuing education programs altering their organization for
optimal efficiencies internally to allow for more time to promote and sell their programs.
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Continuing Education Structures
Continuing education programs come in all shapes and sizes. However, at the most
overarching level, there are typically two different types of structures – centralized and
decentralized. In a review of the literature, Wenzel (2011) noted that typically centralized
continuing education leaders report to the president directly, allowing them to accrue
organization credibility in the same manner as other administrators. Centralized continuing
education programs have their own budgets and staff.
To contrast, Wenzel (2011) also described a decentralized organization, noting its small
and fragmented nature. He pointed out that often decentralized continuing education programs
will serve external clientele and rely heavily on faculty members who have other dedicated
duties. Classes are not offered regularly and tend to be driven by faculty members’ interests
rather than market demands.
In her study of continuing education programs, Wenzel (2011) reviewed the
responsibility centers in continuing education, including “a cost or service center, profit center,
programming or operating center, and investment center” (p. 32) All of these various
responsibility centers serve different functions, such as registration, programming, pricing,
measurement and overseeing financial assets, and they all work in tandem to provide the best
possible outcome for the continuing education programs.

Role of Continuing Education Leaders
While the achievement of a continuing education program can be quantified in a budget
or using performance metrics, the research concludes there is a softer side to high-performing
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departments, as well. As Moroney and Boeck (2012) point out, continuing educators are both
“brokers and facilitators” of experiences in higher learning. In other words, a student can only
access the personal development and enrichment tools through quality educators and
administrators. These people make the difference between a mediocre continuing education
outcome and a great one.
Wenzel (2011) confirmed that successful continuing education programs rely on the
people working in them. She pointed out several favorable personally traits for effective
administrators, to include resourcefulness and adaptability, courage and commitment, strong
interpersonal relations, a sense of direction and organization ability. As such, it is possible that
human resources are among the most important contributions to the success of any continuing
education program.
Furthermore, the leader in continuing education must have the acute ability to see beyond
his or her proverbial doorstep and take into account change and shifts across the community and
the world. Wenzel (2011) continued that leaders in continuing education must understand the
dynamics that shape the market, from the community (local, state, regional) all the way around
the globe. These leadership qualities are important to the success of the continuing education
program as a whole, along with the staff who look to the continuing education leaders for
direction.
To summarize, all of the aforementioned attributes come together to comprise the
definition of a continuing education leader. There are many demands on these leaders, from
revenue goals as well as a larger sense of responsibility to the community. The literature has
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been clear about what is required for leadership in continuing education, and this context remains
important when exploring different angles of leadership.

Leadership

Transformational Leadership
According to Bass (1985), transformational leadership entails authority figures using
empathy, personal support, and interpersonal communication to motivate followers. Korek,
Felfe, and Zaepernick-Rothe (2010) outline transformational leadership as improving success
and satisfaction by moving beyond simple transactions with followers to influence their values.
To expand on this definition, Bass (1985) identified four traits that influence a
transformational leader’s motivational effect on their subordinates: charisma, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. He wrote of “four
components that comprise transformational leadership: (a) charisma or idealized influenceattributed behavior (provides vision and gains trust), (b) inspirational motivation (uses symbols
to focus efforts in communicating the vision), (c) intellectual stimulation (provides followers
with challenging new ideas), and (d) individualized consideration (uses mentoring and
continuous feedback linking followers' needs and organizational mission)” (p. 481-482).
Transformational leadership requires all four of these components to motivate teams.
One noteworthy aspect of this leadership style is its emphasis on shared goals between
the leader and follower, as opposed to transactional leadership, where the goals align to the
leader or larger organization at the expensive of the subordinate. Burns (1978) agrees with
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Owen’s (1998) definition of transformational leadership as one that does not necessarily involve
power but does allow for the exchange of shared needs, values, and goals. The leaders are
responsible for ensuring these needs are met. Bass (1985) concurred, noting that as long as
leaders and followers share the same goals, transformational leadership is present.
The results of the transformational leadership style seem remarkably positive and were
referenced by several different authors who researched this topic. Burns (1978) highlighted the
fact that transformational leaders and their followers mutually influence each other to achieve
higher levels of morality and motivation. This symbiotic relationship between leaders and
subordinates maximizes value for the organization through shared growth and efforts.
Bass (1985) further highlighted the positive feelings associated with transformational
leaders by pointing out their strong effects on followers. He noted they often feel a sense of trust,
admiration, respect and deep loyalty toward the transformational leader. In his research, he found
that followers are typically motivated to achieve loftier goals, which are well suited to their
strengths and talents, on behalf of themselves and the organization. As a result, these followers
often go above and beyond what was originally expected of them, striving toward extra effort
due a motivating leader that is focused on their personal growth. This pays dividends for the
organization as a whole.
Northouse (2004) also explained how transformational leadership is tied to individual
growth, transforming workers on an emotional level while contributing toward their values and
long-term goals. He noted that leaders typically have extra talents in terms of their visionary
skills and charisma.
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In order to get a compressive view of this leadership style, it was important to understand
what types of skills and qualities were present in a transformational leader. The first trait that
stood out in a review of the research was an appreciation for inclusion and diversity. Lowe and
Galen (1996) noted that transformation leaders possess a vision that incorporates all individuals
and the diversities that make them unique, for a motivating effect. Okcu (2014) concurred,
sharing that managers who show characteristics of transformational leadership do not carry
prejudices, instead leveraging diversity for higher learning purposes. Through this research, it is
clear that a diverse, wide-ranging outlook leads to positive organizational results and higher
morale for a team.
Another quality present in transformational leaders was a commitment to higher values
that propel the organization toward a sense of morality and pride. Jung, Yammarino, and Lee
(2009) noted that the single factor that differentiates transformational leadership from other
styles is its emphasis on personal values. This commitment to values is initiated by the leader
and adopted by those who work on his or her team, but a shared regard for values exists among
all. Celep (2004) highlighted this commitment to values in his definition of transformational
leadership, defining it as “leadership behavior in which moral values are considered important.
This leadership behavior enhances the level of moral expectancies and humanistic behaviors of
both the leader and the workers, thus having a transformational effect on both sides” (pp. 23-24).
Sarros, Cooper, and Santora (2008) pointed toward specific values like freedom, fairness, peace
and equality that are used to create awareness of their importance in the minds of workers.
Rouche, Baker, and Rose (1989) took a slightly different approach to this theme, highlighting the
values not only of individuals but also in relation to the organization. They noted that
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transformational leaders who work in community college settings influence the values and
beliefs of workers and subordinates by working closely with them to advance the college’s
mission.
A commitment to transformational leadership results in many benefits to interpersonal
relationships and inspires performance and honesty among those on the team. Bass and Riggio
(2006) noted that one of the byproducts of a transformational leadership style is to motivate
workers and encourage them to perform beyond what they perceive is possible. Similarly, Rubin,
Munz, and Bommer (2005) reported transformational leadership requires leaders to establish
warm relationships and deep trust with employees by having open communication and
engagement.
The benefits of transformational leadership improve relationships and motivate teams to
be more successful. In the definitions and literature pertaining to transformational leadership,
many of the qualities of a leader are highlighted, but rarely is humor seen as an integral
characteristic to the improvement of a team. The importance of humor use in any setting,
particularly a workplace environment, also is shown to improve relationships and should be
investigated further to determine any correlation with leadership.

Transactional Leadership
In stark contrast to transformational leadership is the second style of leadership focused
on in this literature review, transactional leadership. One’s philosophy on authority and hierarchy
strongly influences how leaders attempt to inspire others and reward efforts. The first style of
leadership is transactional leadership (sometimes referred to as contingent reward leadership). To
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transact in this context means to exchange or conduct a trade, and these leaders and subordinates
are clearly giving and receiving among each other in the context of their relationship.
Bass and Avolio (1990) define this style of leadership as based on punishment and
reward and operates on the assumption that followers will be rewarded for their compliance to
leaders. Burns’s (1978) definition of transactional leadership echoes by noting that punishment
and reward are the motivating factors. He said the leadership style involves compliance on behalf
of the follower in exchange for rewards from the leader.
The punishment and reward aspect of this leadership style set it apart distinctly from
others, which had far less focus on the exchange of incentives for effort and penalties for failure.
Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) pointed out that in transactional leadership, the expectations are
recognized by leaders and subordinates alike. The authors note that conditional leaders require
high levels of effort from their employees, and their loyalty is commensurate with the followers’
levels of performance. Positive behavior, like working in tandem with the goals of the
organization, is rewarded. Negative behavior, such as not following rules or exhibiting lackluster
performance, is punished. Bateman (2002) expands on this definition, noting that transactional
leadership is used to guide and motivate subordinates but that it is the duty of that leader to
clearly outline the organization’s goals and the follower’s part in achieving success of those
goals.
One trait that is very apparent in this leadership style is a tendency toward clear
standards, stringent expectations and strict regimentation. Both the leader and the subordinate
have roles that are clearly outlined, with very little room for ambiguity or flexibility. In his
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research, Celik (2003) found that the transactional style of leadership relies heavily on
bureaucracy, traditional authority and organizational legitimacy. Transactional leaders tend to
focus on the daily activities of the organization, like rules and directions, vertical communication
and concrete objectives. He or she also exhibits a strict punishment and reward system based on
workers’ performance.
His or her employees’ tasks are closely monitored by transactional leaders, who wish to
exercise control and oversight when leading a team. If those tasks are not met according to his or
her expectations, there will be consequences. Okcu (2014) explained that transactional leaders
focus on completing tasks, ensuring compliance of employees, and allocating rewards based on
performance, along with overseeing an overall stringent system to encourage rewards and punish
poor behavior.

Laissez-Faire Leadership
The third type of leadership is laissez-faire leadership. Bass (1985) defines laissez-faire
leadership as the variation where leadership qualities do not exist. Northouse (2004) and Celik
(1998) discuss laissez-faire leadership as “hands-off” and allowing employees to work
autonomously, but also without feedback for the work they are doing. In this absence of
leadership, they continue by saying that with the lack of leadership comes the avoidance of
having to make decisions and taking accountability.
Not many benefits have been shown in the research to come from laissez-faire leadership.
Bass and Avolio (1990) state that this type of leadership has a negative impact on individual
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performance since there is no feedback or direction given from leadership. They go on further to
say that the negative impact multiplies to each employee and ultimately has a negative effect on
the team, department, unit, and/or organization as a whole. While there is much literature
regarding the previous two leadership styles, laissez-faire leadership is often not discussed at the
same length, meaning there is less information available for the purposes of literature review.

Humor
In this section, the review of the literature will contain definitions of humor, functions of
humor, as well as its role within groups, individual relationships and the workplace. The review
also includes a description of the hierarchical nature of humor, negative uses of humor, how it
can advance learning and progress, and changes that can result from humor.

Definitions
Authors and researchers have all defined humor differently to suit their research, so what
this has done is create many variations of how humor is defined. Additionally, we know there is
a significant difference between humor (a tool or subject) and a sense of humor (a personality
characteristic), so in order to understand the difference, a sense of humor must also be defined.
Kuipers (2008), Romero and Cruthirds (2006) and Robinson and Smith-Lovin (2001) all
agreed upon the social nature of humor, requiring both a producer and someone to bear witness
to what is produced. Within an organization, depending on the size, there are several variations
and combinations of people who can be producer and audience. Romero and Cruthirds (2006)
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write that “organizational humor consists of amusing communications that produce positive
emotions and cognitions in the individual, group, or organization” (p. 59). It is clear that humor
is a group effort and it takes more than one individual to perpetuate the social nature of humor.
The literature breaks the definition of humor down into more granular components. Berk
(2003) noted that a joke has three parts: 1) a shared understanding, 2) anticipatory build-up, 3) a
punch line or twist. Therefore, if any of these three components do not exist, a shared meaning of
humor may also not exist between the humorist, recipients, or collective group.
When looking at humor, it is important to understand there is a difference between humor
and just telling jokes. Telling jokes does not always mean there is humor present and when
humor is present, it does not mean there are jokes being told. Likewise, it is important to
distinguish the difference between humor and a sense of humor. When people think of others
whom they consider to be funny, the initial thought that normally comes to mind is someone
with a sense of humor. But actually, a sense of humor is defined as someone’s attempt at being
humorous – which may or may not be using one of the aforementioned subcategories of humor.
Just because someone may have a sense of humor, it does not mean that they can properly use
various types of humor in situations that are social, professional or otherwise (Cooper, 2005;
Martin, 2003).

Functions of Humor
One of the major opportunities resulting from humor is to build relationships through
disarming people and make one’s opinion heard without seeming overly threatening or a
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challenger of the status quo. Pogrebin and Poole (1988) agreed humor is a platform for sharing
concerns without directly confronting people and the shared system. This helps preserve
relationships by avoiding unnecessary conflict and strengthening social bonds while addressing
any issues in a safe way. The research also pointed toward a timeliness aspect in terms of
displaying humor in order to mitigate conflict. Robinson and Smith-Lovin (2001) reported that
humor is highly contagious, with successful jokes typically begetting more successful jokes.
Porcu (2005) and Ojha and Holmes (2010) conducted an ethnography where they
observed four members of an organization to find out if humor use by a manager is beneficial to
the employees and the organization. They found that humor plays three positive roles in the
workplace: alleviating stress, enhancing flexibility, and augmenting social relationships. These
three roles play a major part in keeping the workplace upbeat and helping all employees stay
motivated in their work because they are direct factors in improving each person’s mental,
physical and emotional health at work. The implications of this speak for themselves, as it is
widely known that happier workers are more productive workers.
Another function of humor is the ability to feel out the situation or relationship without
drawing a line in the sand and making your opinion explicitly known. Grugulis (2002) writes that
joking allows a statement to be considered in two ways. First, if the person acknowledges and is
not offended by the humor, they will welcome the statement. In the same moment, if the joke is
not welcome, the individual can distance him or herself from the responsibilities related to the
statement. Sayre (2001) found that in a healthcare setting, healthcare providers diffused job
tension with humor, which prevented burnout by providing a safe outlet for controversial or
cynical thoughts and feelings.
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In such situations, a humorous comment might be made that does not necessarily reflect
the healthcare professional’s true feeling, but it can help him or her relate to coworkers and
process intense emotions. Tracy, Myers, and Scott (2006) found that this type of “gallows
humor” serves as a coping mechanism and comic relief for those with especially difficult jobs.
They noted that humor is especially useful when employees are challenged with the more
unsavory aspects of work, such as the unpredictable, dirty and tragic. The authors found
employees most commonly made fun of themselves and their roles, putting distance between
themselves and clients or other departments and solidifying their identity. This joking manner
was displayed in non-healthcare settings as well.
The use of humor had special considerations for women in light of their unique
challenges in the workplace. Schnurr (2008) found that humor provided a means through which
women could balance their gender and professional identities and help them assert authority
while also appearing non-threatening. Women leaders were able to achieve transactional
leadership objectives while being both feminine yet authoritative, using humor as a vehicle to
address their concerns. It remains to be seen whether women should feel compelled to strike this
feminine yet authoritative balance while their male counterparts generally are not held to the
same standards. Regardless, for those who were expected to show deference, whether for reasons
of gender or position within the organization, using humor was a safe bet and smoothed
relationships across the board.
For those who use humor while in a position of authority, without a self-awareness about
coming across as overpowering, the results can be detrimental. Thorson and Powell (1993) found
that humor generators can appear to be too dominant when they constantly draw attention to him
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or herself, seeking control, and taking initiative. This concept proves that when it comes to
humor, context is everything. However, Robinson and Smith-Lovin (2001) stated that humor in
the workplace is primarily used as a relationship builder as opposed to a relationship threat. They
found that humor was typically used for equalizing and harmonizing relations as opposed to
making an attempt to dominate a situation.
Humor can serve as a change agent to influence the feelings of individuals, but the real
test comes in terms of results in the workplace or classroom. Collinson (2002) found that humor
begets productivity, fosters change within an organization, and makes participants feel like they
are a part of something worthwhile. In an academic setting, the results were similar. Korobkin
(1988) found that humor that results in laughter can lengthen attention spans and increase
motivation for heightened productivity. Students were looked at in a survey study conducted by
Glaser and Bingham (2009). In this survey, they were looking to see how communication and
humor bring connectedness into the classroom. The authors found that any of the activities that
required student interaction, such as debates, discussions, small group work and speeches, helped
the group feel a sense of solidarity and connection with one another. Students reported feeling
like those activities were a platform for class participants to exhibit behaviors that were valued
by others. Their survey and activities allowed the students to be “themselves,” and as humor
played out through the activities, the students found more comfort with each other.
The use of humor was also found to contribute to better problem-solving skills and a
greater exchange of ideas with better communication processes, according to Korobkin (1988).
Ditlow (1993) found that the use of humor led to better outcomes in terms of memory and
longevity, leading to easier retention of new material. It also was thought to lead to greater
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productivity in terms of acclimating an employee to a new or ambiguous role. Tracy, Myers, and
Scott (2006) found that humor often helps communicate necessary processes to help employees
make sense of their job duties and work environment. The authors continue, noting that the use
of humor helps new employees test the waters and understand how they fit into an organization.
In generating new ideas, humor can function as a catalyst to creativity because of its
propensity to disarm people and open their minds (Hostetler, 2002). Romero and Cruthirds
(2006) found that openness to new ideas is one byproduct of humor, making people feel relaxed
and less critical of new ideas or prior mistakes. Robert and Yan (2007) concur, noting that the
use of humor creates a safe space for the exchange of ideas. They posited that without the
creative stimulation of humor, employees fail to learn the capacity for brainstorming and out-ofthe-box thinking.
Regarding outright conflict, humor can function as a method of smoothing over
relationships. Romero and Pescosolido (2008) found humor can help manage relationships by
simultaneously addressing difficult issues while also creating positivity. By engaging in the use
of humor, those who were previously not able to find common ground might be able to find a
shared path. Hostetler (2002) reminded readers of the long-held belief that laughter and humor
promote healing.
In a professional environment, Wallinger (1997) says using humor sends a message to
one’s peers that the problem at hand is not something that should be taken too seriously. Making
the choice to crack a joke during a tense moment is demonstrating not only optimism, but also
perspective. He continues that humor can help de-escalate serious situations or problems by
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diluting and masking hostility through laughter, which has the power to make things seem less
important. The physical effects of humor and laughter may very well play a role in mitigating the
flight-or-fight mechanism associated with anger or discomfort. Hostetler (2002) said that
laughter creates a sense of well-being by producing opioids in the body, especially encephalins
and endorphins.
Martin (2003) saw humor not only as a response designed to elicit laughter but also a
useful tool for dealing with many situations throughout life in a personal or professional setting.
In fact, many of the situations could use humor to have lasting effects on a person’s opinions,
sense of self, or well-being. Martin (2003) further posited that a sense of humor may be:
A habitual behavior pattern (tendency to laugh frequently, to tell jokes and amuse others,
to laugh at other people’s jokes), a temperamental trait (habitual cheerfulness), an
aesthetic response (enjoyment of particular types of humorous material), an attitude
(positive attitude toward humor and humorous people), a world view (bemused outlook
on life), or a coping strategy (tendency to maintain a humorous perspective in the face of
adversity). (p. 5)
It is clear that humor is a very useful tool to have in one’s bag of tricks, not only for the obvious
reasons (laughter) but for situations far more important and long-lasting.
Humor serves multiple functions in disparate ways. Breeze, Dawson, and Khazhinsky
(2002) framed the main functions of humor as coping, reframing, celebrating, communicating,
ambiguity, and expressing hostility. In addition, Plester and Sayers (2007) added that there are
six key functions of humorous banter: making a point, boredom busting, socialization,
celebrating differences, displaying the culture, and highlighting and defining status. Humor’s
versatile functions make it a topic worthy of explanation for this research.
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Roles in Groups
Using humor in professional and social situations also paves the way for group cohesion
and feelings of harmony. Robert and Yan (2007) found that humor creates social integration and
cohesion when members of the group perceive each other as kindred spirits. Using humor in
interactions can lead to members of the same group feeling they have their sights set on the same
vision and are moving toward the same goals. However, even if a group already perceives itself
as unified, once shared goals are outlined, the members of a group can take their relationships to
the next level through the use of humor. Romero and Pescosolido (2008) found that
organizational humor within generates increased consensus and acceptance of group goals,
ultimately serving as a bastion of productivity. They continue, noting that humor creates good
feelings among group members, thus making an association between positive emotions and the
group itself.
It is clear that the use of humor can help determine who is “in” and who is “out” when it
comes to an established group. Lynch (2002) found that the informality inherent in humor makes
it easy for groups to establish norms by highlighting (and laughing at) deviants. Yet, what
happens when the group is already firmly established? Exploring just why group cohesion is an
important end goal, facilitated by humor, Mudrack (1989) found that the more cohesive a group
is, the better its overall commitment, turnover, enforcement of group norms, communication and
productivity.
Positive emotions also lead to group cohesiveness. Fine and De Soucey (2005) analyzed
how building a humor community can get groups of people, especially students, working very
well together. In their study of two different organizations, they were able to observe how humor

32
use improved work morale through positive interactions of the employees. The most important
phenomenon they witnessed was called smoothing. In smoothing, individuals within the
organization would use humor to make serious situations less serious, which would regulate the
emotions in their environment and avoid hostilities.
Joking and humor can help a group identify who a person is within a social context.
Collinson (1988) noted that the nature of a person is reflected in his or her jokes. Within the
group there are also groups of people involved in joking behavior, and according to Duncan,
Smeltzer, and Leap (1990), those four are the initiator (tells the joke or starts the humorous
episode), target (the person to whom the joke is directed), focus (individual where the humor is
directed), and public (those who observe the joke and/or humor). Thus, according to Fine and De
Soucey (2005), multiple roles come together help create a group dynamic and establish a culture
and ongoing focus on joke telling. These relationships can be built on humor, and joking is part
of the common understanding and shared history.

Roles in Individual Relationships
Provine (2000) said humor is akin to a hidden language that we all speak. Whether you
consider yourself a funny person or not, humor influences your relationships. Lynch (2002)
concurred, pointing out that one’s sense of humor determines who they are and how they interact
with others. It is clear that humor is a crucial part of one’s personality and defines not only a
personal sense of self but close relationships as well.
Using humor will also lead to better one-to-one relationships and interactions. Wallinger
(1997) found that humor allows for the expression of issues and conflicts that may not be able to
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be shared easily by individuals. The release of tension and conflicts reduces stress and improves
productivity in the workplace. The reduction of stress and anxiety is found throughout the
literature, but Plester (2009) summed it all up by saying that humor mitigates tension, anxiety
and stress (an important function).
Studies also uncovered the two-way communication inherent in humorous exchanges,
noting that interpretation plays a major factor in how the joke is received. Lynch (2002) clarified
that humor involves messages sent by an individual with certain motivations. However, that is
only one side of the equation; the messages are also dependent upon the interpretation of the
receiver, after taking into account context and social norms.
If a tree falls in a forest and no one is around to hear it, does it make a sound? This
hypothetical situation has been debated for centuries, but Cooper (2008) considered the
recipients a necessity in a humorous setting, noting “any event shared by an agent (e.g. an
employee) with another individual (i.e. a target) that is intended to be amusing to the target and
that the target perceives as an intentional act” (p. 1090). In an earlier work, Cooper (2005)
reiterated that two parties are necessary. That said, other authors noted that it is entirely possible
to amuse oneself in the absence of others, acting as both the sender and receiver. In this case,
humor would be defined as anything that is perceived, either by others or yourself, to be funny,
comical, or amusing, according to Deiter (2000). These various opinions are significant because
it is quite often that scholars can be studying the same concept and come up with vastly different
interpretations of the same concept. What makes academic life interesting is in hearing different
perspectives before deciding which seems most correct, and that is the case in continuing
education.
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Humor in the Workplace
Humor in the workplace is different at any location. The way it is used, who uses it, and
the situations in which it is more often used vary. Holmes (2000) stated that workplace humor
takes into account a shared meaning or background context of the staff for mutual knowledge
and understanding. At all different parts of the globe, the relationships people have, their norms,
and their personalities will all have an influence on their humor and how they respond to humor
use. Thus, humor is highly contextual and insists on mutual and shared social knowledge.
Humor has several positive effects in the workplace and to individuals. Numerous are the
health benefits to employees to help cope with stress and anxiety while at work. Martin (2003)
states that individuals who make humor a regular part of their lives can better cope with stress,
stay in better moods and enjoy greater health and relationships with others. Ditlow (1993) even
goes as far as saying that humor is healing for both the body and mind by reducing stress and
enjoying more positive relationships with peers. In Attardo’s (1994) research he found that one
underlying condition to someone feeling better is the laughter brought on by humor. Throughout
his research he found that laughter is not always heard or seen, but when it occurs through humor
use, people have positive reactions brought on by their strong, positive emotions.
There are additional functions in the workplace as well. First, humor is used in the
workplace to bring staff and team together. Hopfl (2006) said of humor in groups that it brings
people together and Kuipers (2008) said it positively reinforces functions for the group. Romero
and Pescosolido (2008) found that humor can spark a bigger commitment to shared group goals
through more positive communication, increased psychological safety and a boost in group
relations. This positive reinforcement and relationship building allows for better communication
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within the workplace, found Wallinger (1997), because humor can be used to communicate
everything from feelings to ideas to deeply held opinions. Romero and Cruthirds (2006) found
the group is made even stronger because those in environments that foster humor are even more
likely to participate in solving problems with creativity.
In addition to bringing the group closer and creating the positive reinforcement,
Wallinger (1997) says humor has shown to provide a better workplace environment because it
helps people make better predictions and decisions, creatively solve problems, and recall
information. It facilitates friendships within groups and can also promote understanding among
different cultures and values. Humor also encourages a positive attitude and self-image for
greater motivation and energy. Having a great workplace environment is important to every
continuing education organization, so these benefits of humor are significant.
A sense of identity is often achieved through humor in the workplace, according to Tracy,
Myers, and Scott (2006). The authors noted that humor provides a vehicle for fun and memories
for employees to learn, select, challenge and transform a group and individual identity. Plester
(2009) concurred that this environment is made even better because increased humor means less
boredom in the workplace.

Hierarchical Dynamic
In his research, Barsoux (1996) continues to explain how humor is also a mechanism to
break down the hierarchical boundaries. Thus, everyone in the workplace is made to feel that
they are at the same professional level as anyone they communicate or directly work with. He
refers to this phenomenon as “gravity defying” because the workplace normally works in a top-
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down fashion where the boss is the decision maker and wields all the power. The use of humor
makes those low on the professional totem pole feel like they are able to speak to their superiors
and be heard. Romero and Cruthirds (2006) added to this knowledge, finding that humor is
useful for enhancing leadership in a hierarchical relationship by reducing feelings of distance
between those on different rungs of the “leadership ladder.”
Kuipers (2008) agreed, noting that humor indicates a certain closeness among friends but
also can be used to build and forge new relationships, even in situations that may not naturally
lend themselves to socializing. He continues that breaking the ice between strangers can bring
together people from all walks of life and create a sense of shared purpose in activities like
making jokes about a colleague or superior.
However, Romero and Cruthirds (2006) continue to expound on their research and note
that humor is often used to ease relations between employees who are very far apart on the
organizational chart. They noted that humor supports hierarchical relations, which are more
valuable to leaders in situations like the military. In these instances, it seems that humor is a
social tool to smooth over the awkwardness that is inherent in a relationship with
disproportionate levels of power (Romero & Cruthirds, 2006).
An interesting dynamic can be developed between superiors and their subordinates as it
relates to humor. While it is always a risk to attempt humor with someone you do not know very
well, those risks were very apparent with one’s manager. Cooper (2008) found that if managers
and subordinates have differing styles of humor, it may also point to two separate and different
value systems of both parties. For example, if one person is most comfortable with affiliative
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humor and another is most comfortable with aggressive humor, their personality systems will
likely be reflected in their humor styles.
However, in earlier works, Cooper (2005) found that humor had the ability to affect the
relationship positively or negatively. Without risk there is no reward, however, and those
individuals who could use humor with their manager or subordinate in a positive way stood to
gain much favor. Cooper (2005) pointed to research demonstrating that increased use of humor
correlated with how much subordinates liked their supervisor. This use of humor often decreased
the perceived distance between the two parties and reduced the level of formality between them.
Holmes (2000) stated that humor can be used in the workplace to challenge the powerful (subtly
or not so subtly), as well as by the powerful themselves, to mitigate or downplay the differences
in authority. Barriers that were once perceived as roadblocks were more likely to be torn down
through the use of humor. Berk (2003) noted that it has the potential to break down
communication barriers between students and professors.
Still, the managers were more likely than direct reports to use humor due to greater risk
and general deference. Duncan, Smelzer, and Leap (1990) found that there was often a “joking
monopoly” where managers and other leaders felt comfortable displaying humor but did not
allow for those below them in the hierarchy to do the same. Holmes (2000) agreed that humor
was often directed at others at the same level as opposed to downward, softening equal
relationships.
While managers may have used general humor in the presence of their direct reports,
very few used themselves as the target of the joke. Duncan, Smeltzer, and Leap (1990) found
senior staff only used self-disparaging humor behind closed doors and not in the company of
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more junior staffers. However, Holmes (2000) may have determined the reason for this, noting
that it is challenging for leaders to react to contestive humor without appearing confrontational or
looking bad.
There was a subversive element regarding humor in the workplace, almost always
relating to challenging the status quo or displaying non-confrontational disagreement. Holmes
(2000) found humor to be a powerful (yet often subtle) tool for rebellion in leader-subordinate
relationships. Using humor to communicate one’s displeasure with a situation or decision in the
workplace is a “safer” choice for many employees than to directly state their viewpoint. Holmes
(2000) noted that humor provides an alternate vehicle for voicing concerns rather than
questioning a superior directly. This style of humor typically looks like challenging the status
quo through, for example, speaking out to a manager while appearing to be playful. This was
found to be more palatable for the superior by embedding the confrontation under the guise of
humor. These types of challenges have vast potential to change the nature of relationships
between superiors and subordinates.
Humor is not the cure-all panacea to all that ails a workplace, however. There are a few
downsides to using humor between managers and subordinates. Collinson (1988) found humor
between managers would often backfire by creating a sense of cynicism among employees. If
humor is freely used, the value placed on earnestness and honesty may be cheapened if
employees are constantly joking or exhibiting sarcasm. Another negative quality of humor is
potentially isolating an employee who does not find the same types of jokes funny. Holmes and
Marra (2002) found that humor has the potential to highlight the ways in which a “different”
employee does not conform with the group.
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Negative Uses of Humor
There are several types of humor that may have the opposite intended effect, resulting in
a negative use. When jokes are forced onto a person or environment, a positive effect is not
always present. Collinson (1988) found that managers who try to force jokes into their daily
interactions actually commoditize and cheapen the value of humor. Additionally, joking has
more of a chance to come across as negative. Fine and De Soucey (2005) found that jokes could
possibly come across as offensive to individuals or groups, either purposely or unintentionally.
Certain instances of negative humor make a show of placing one individual on a pedestal
while making someone else feel worse. This is called “superiority humor,” according to Lynch
(2002), and it entails laughing at others’ shortcomings. Roth and Vivona (2010) defined it as a
joke with winners and losers. Examples of superiority humor according to Romero and
Pescosolido (2008) are put-down humor and mocking.
If humor is not used properly or appropriately, it can also offend and stop a conversation
from starting or continuing. Berk (2003) found humor that offends creates barriers to learning
and is destructive to communication efforts. Korobkin (1988) also referenced cynical “put-down
humor,” citing it as creating feelings of malice, superiority and punishment as opposed to support
and empathy.
Berk (2003) recommended avoiding humor of individuals or groups, especially those
based on ethnicities, religions, physical or intellectual disabilities or sexual orientation. Sarcasm,
sexual innuendo, profanity and sensitive issues, such as AIDS and abortion, should also be
avoided.
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Another form of negative humor is disparaging humor. This type of humor can be
defined as humor used to belittle another person or group. Duncan, Smeltzer, and Leap (1990)
defined this type of humor as that which creates a pleasurable reaction by comparing oneself
favorably to others. People who use disparaging humor use it more to pick themselves up rather
than help a group. Duncan, Smeltzer, and Leap (1990) also discuss gender roles in this humor,
noting that different sexes have different reactions to disparaging humor. This reinforced the idea
that certain jokes that poke fun at one gender are only perceived as funny to the opposite gender
– and certainly not by those members who are the “butt” of the joke.
It has been established that jokes can range from “G-rated” all the way to crude or
inappropriate, but one thing that all types of humor have in common is that there is typically a
target of the joke that will serve as the impetus for laughter or amusement. This creates issues
when cultural and individual preferences come into the fold, as people have different opinions
about what is “out of bounds” in terms of humor when it comes to specific subjects or figures.
One student in a Political Science 101 class may find election jokes intellectually stimulating and
gain a sense of inflated self-worth from understanding the punch line, but other students might
find cracking jokes about such a high-stakes subject to be inappropriate and upsetting. Kuipers
(2008) noted that humor is predicated on challenging societal boundaries, which can either cause
amusement or offense. He pointed out that not every joke has a target, but many jokes do take
aim at certain types of persons, groups, ideas, objects and more.
Sometimes humor is used in a professional or social setting to “feel out” a sense of these
cultural boundaries or social mores. Building on the example of a political joke, the humorist
may share a one-liner or quip that could be interpreted as relatively harmless if the recipients do
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not share her viewpoints, but could also be used to “test the waters” and see if the group might
share a similar value set. Barsoux (1996) stated that humor can often be a safe bet for the joker
and unthreatening to others when introducing a new idea. When humor is used in social settings
to gain more information about the groups values or belief systems, the stakes can be high.
Lynch (2002) noted that the ability to use and recognize humor can be directly connected with
success in groups or social situations.
However, a workplace with no humor is the riskiest environment of all. Barsoux (1996)
said that the suppression of humor in the workplace means employees who are less likely to take
calculated risks, establish new ideas, or expand their minds to include outside viewpoints. It is
apparent that sometimes the biggest risk is the one you don’t take, and in this case avoiding
humor has been found to be very detrimental to the organization with legitimate negative
consequences.

Learning from Humor
Deiter (2000) found that despite the many reasons to use humor in the classroom, the
most important is student learning. Teachers who use humor as a tool for student success will
find that their students have an easier and more enjoyable time learning. In a qualitative survey
conducted by Reupert, Mayberry, Patrick and Chittleborough (2009), they found that online
students needed to have more face-to-face interaction with their instructor in order to be more
successful in the learning process. Students reported that what made the biggest difference was
seeing the personal side of instructors, with qualities like patience, passion and enthusiasm. In
addition, this success was a result of other characteristics such as humor, good organization
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and self-disclosure. The authors also found that these positive qualities of instructors made
students feel motivated, focused and less stressed, achieving a better learning outcome in the
long run.
Torok, McMorris and Lin (2004) added that the students’ learning experience will
improve if the instructor uses humor in the classroom. In their survey study of 124 students, they
looked at the various types of humor used in the classroom and then came back to the students to
see what they thought was most beneficial. Students said that almost all types of humor help in
the classroom. In their survey answers, 79% of the students surveyed said that they strongly
agreed that humor use in the classroom is recommended to the teachers because it will help with
the learning environment and keep the class interested. In the final question of the survey,
students were asked if they were teachers would they use humor in their classroom. There was an
overwhelming 97% of students who responded they would use humor, which gave the authors
more evidence that students see the powerful impact humor use has in the classroom.
Deiter (2000) further cited the positive learning environment created by humor due to the
breaking down of perceived barriers between professors and students. Although some
researchers have used the classroom as an example, the information would work as well in the
workplace because there are individuals there who are also learning.

Progress and Change in the Workplace
Kroth, Boverie, and Zondlo (2007) also looked at how managers use humor in the
workplace and how it affects the employees within the organization. In their interviews and
focus groups of 21 employees who scored highly on a satisfaction survey they were given, they
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found that managers have the ability to control the environment in which everyone works by
their use of humor. Kroth, Boverie, and Zondlo (2007) found ten items, if done by the managers,
would create a positive and successful work environment (most including a form of humor):
1. Giving employees autonomy and avoiding micromanaging;
2. Encouraging and giving permission to have a fun, humorous atmosphere;
3. Putting people in jobs they enjoy;
4. Good communication with employees;
5. Treating employees as people, without hierarchy and fairly;
6. Celebrating events and encouraging social activities in departments;
7. Having an ability to solve problems;
8. Being an enthusiastic role model;
9. Making sure employees have what they need to get the job done;
10. Being accessible.
These 10 items contribute to progress and change throughout the organization and perpetuate a
feeling of forward momentum and motivation in future work.
The use of humor can serve as an impetus for real change due to the perceptions it
invites. Kahn (1989) found that humor can surprise people by catching them by surprise and
causing them to lower their guard in order to be more receptive to hearing new ideas and
considering changes. Kahn (1989) also posited that when employees laugh at themselves, it
creates an environment where other members are open to change. Due to this more receptive
mindset, real progress can be achieved in workplaces that invite humor. And having a shared
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sense of humor cultivates a strong connection between those who are originating the message
and those who are receiving it, paving the way for true learning.

Leadership and Humor
The literature included ample insight on humor as a leadership quality in relation to
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. This was by far the most
relevant information to support the premise of this study.
As it pertains to humor, Avolio, Howell and Sosik (1999) found positive humor to be
correlated to transactional leadership and negative humor to be inversely related to transactional
leadership. Bass and Avolio (1990) had a slightly different take on things, noting that humor was
positively related to contingent reward leadership, but it was negatively related to individual and
unit performance. It is possible for those two conclusions to coexist peacefully, given that Bass
and Avolio’s research does not distinguish between positive and negative humor. In breaking out
additional styles of humor as they relate to transactional leadership, Carrica (2009) highlighted
that this style was positively correlated with self-enhancing humor while being negatively related
to aggressive humor.
When it came to transformational leadership, there was some additional insight on the
role humor played in this leadership style. Bass and Avolio (1990) found that transformational
leaders used humor as a form of reassurance and to inspire confidence in stressful situations.
They found transformational leaders give others leeway to cultivate their full skills and talents in
order to move toward a shared objective. Additionally, these leaders promote humor that results
in more flexibility, innovation and higher performance. Avolio, Howell and Sosik (1999)
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concurred, noting that transformational leadership underscores the importance of communication
and relationships and plays a key role in advancing them.
In the research on humor and transformational leadership, the literature provided insight
on transformational leadership and humor. Carrica (2009) found that aggressive humor was
inversely related to transformational leadership, indicating that transformational leaders were
less likely to use aggressive humor. Additionally, she determined that transformational
leadership was significantly and positively related to affiliative and self-enhancing humor. The
author found no relationship between self-defeating humor and this leadership style.
Saraglou and Scariot (2002) pointed to an overlap between transformational leadership
and several specific types of humor, along with the related personality traits. The authors found
leaders who used affiliative and self-enhancing humor were more likely to exhibit personality
traits like agreeableness, openness and self-esteem. All of these are important to advancing a
transformational leadership style because the literature gives clear-cut direction on what
character traits lend themselves to the style of leadership, especially if an individual is aspiring to
that leadership style.
In direct contrast to the results of their research on transactional leadership, Bass and
Avolio (1990) found that transformational leadership was significantly and positively related to
the use of humor and to both individual unit and performance. This indicated that, in their
research, both leadership styles were likely to use humor, but positive performance was only
associated with transformational leadership. This has powerful implications for this study
because it reinforces the notion that any old style of leadership will not lead to the same results.
It is transformational leadership combined with humor that is crucial to positive performance.
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Conclusion
Continuing education programs are an essential part of the university system. Whether
they are centralized or decentralized, their existence supports the institutional mission as well as
provides students more options for personal growth, professional development, certification, and
earning credits through non-traditional methods.
It is the dean or head of the programs who takes the lead to ensure programmatic success
through increasing profits, enrollments, successful completers, community services, or simply
fulfilling the mission of the university. Whether it is a transformational, transactional, or laissezfaire leader at the helm, that person is the head of a rapidly growing and flexible unit within the
university. He or she must be able to understand how leadership style and humor come together
to better understand how to lead an academic unit.
The literature has identified several different humor types and how they can be identified
in each individual. Very little research has been done to view the correlations in leadership and
humor, and the intention of this study is to examine how the two work together to identify where
they are most often found in the context of the continuing education organization.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Chapter 1 introduced the study, defined the key terms, and laid out the objectives and
research questions for this research. The literature was reviewed and historical information was
provided in Chapter 2. In this chapter, a closer look will be taken at the study’s research
questions and hypotheses, research methodology and design, sampling methodology and
participants, instrumentation, and data analysis.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
The overarching purpose of this study was to address the following primary research
question:
RQ1: What is the relationship between leadership style and humor style among
administrative leaders in continuing education programs in public four-year
universities in the United States?
Null and alternative hypotheses associated with this primary research question are as follows:
H10: Leadership style and humor style are unrelated among administrative leaders
in continuing Education programs in public four-year universities in the United
States.
H11: Leadership style and humor style are significantly related (p< .05) among
administrative leaders in continuing education programs in public four-year
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universities in the United States.
In addition to this overarching research question, 12 secondary research questions were
addressed, presented below with their associated null and alternative hypotheses. (It should be
noted that the 0.004 level of significance was selected for use in testing the significance of each
of the 12 related correlations referred to in these research questions. This is a Bonferroni
adjustment designed to set the familywise Type I error rate at 0.05 across the series of 12 tests.)
RQ2: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and affiliative humor?
H20: Transformational leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated.
H21: Transformational leadership and affiliative humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ3: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
H30: Transformational leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated.
H31: Transformational leadership and self-enhancing humor are related (p<
0.004).
RQ4: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and aggressive
humor?
H40: Transformational leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated.
H41: Transformational leadership and aggressive humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ5: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and self-defeating
humor?
H50: Transformational leadership and self-defeating humor are unrelated.
H51: Transformational leadership and self-defeating humor are related (p< 0.004).
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RQ6: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and affiliative humor?
H60: Transactional leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated.
H61: Transactional leadership and affiliative humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ7: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
H70: Transactional leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated.
H71: Transactional leadership and self-enhancing humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ8: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and aggressive humor?
H80: Transactional leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated.
H81: Transactional leadership and aggressive humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ9: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and self-defeating
humor?
H90: Transactional leadership and self-defeating humor are unrelated.
H91: Transactional leadership and self-defeating humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ10: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor?
H100: Laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated.
H101: Laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ11: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
H110: Laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated.
H111: Laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing humor are related (p<
0.004).
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RQ12: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor?
H120: Laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated.
H121: Laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor are related (p<
0.004).
RQ13: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating
humor?
H130: Laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating humor are unrelated.
H131: Laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating humor are related (p<
0.004).

Research Methodology and Design
The study evaluated the degree to which three leadership styles were related to four
humor styles among administrative leaders of continuing education (CE) programs in four-year
public universities in the United States. The study used a quantitative survey methodology and a
correlational, cross-sectional research design to collect empirical data on participants’
demographic characteristics and humor and leadership style characteristics. The designation of
this research design as correlational and cross-sectional is explained in the remaining paragraphs
of this chapter section.
A correlational research design is a form of non-experimental research design (Johnson &
Christensen, 2016). In a correlational design, data are collected from a single sample on two or
more variables, none of which are manipulated by the researcher. The purpose of a correlational
research design is to enable the researcher to assess the degree to which scores on the variables
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are related. As is true of all non-experimental research designs, the absence of any manipulated
independent variables in a correlational design prevents the researcher from drawing strong
conclusions about any causal relationships that might exist between the variables being
examined. If two variables are causally related, they will also be correlated, but two variables can
be correlated and not be causally related. The purpose of this study was not to determine whether
leadership style and humor style are causally related, but rather to determine if they are
correlated. The use of a correlational research design was appropriate to that purpose.
The research design used in this study is also an example of a cross-sectional research
design because all data were collected at a single point in time (Gravetter & Forzano, 2016). In
contrast, longitudinal research designs collect data over two or more periods of time.
Longitudinal designs can offer some advantages over cross-sectional designs. Wegener and
Fabrigar (2000) have pointed out that if data are collected longitudinally on the independent and
dependent variables in a sequence that matches the hypothesized causal chain, i.e., independent
variable(s) measured first, mediating variable(s) second, and dependent variable(s) third, the case
for drawing a causal conclusion from a correlational analysis is strengthened. However,
longitudinal designs are more complex, costly, and require participant cooperation over longer
periods of time. A longitudinal research design was rejected for use in the present study because
of these disadvantages and also because all of the data needed to address the study’s research
questions could be adequately captured at one point in time.
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Independent and Dependent Variables
It is not necessary to designate the variables in a correlational research design as
independent or dependent variables, because the relationship between the variables remains
unchanged regardless of how they are designated, and neither variable is hypothesized to exert a
causal influence on the other. However, designating independent and dependent variables can
facilitate communication and some correlational statistics (including the canonical correlation
analysis used in this study) refer to independent and dependent variables. Therefore, in this
study, the three subscales of the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed by
Bass and Avolio (1997) are referred to as independent variables (transformational, transactional,
and laissez-faire), and the four subscales of the Humor Style Questionnaire (HSQ) developed by
Martin et al. (2003) are designated as the study’s dependent variables (affiliative, self-enhancing,
aggressive, and self-defeating). Subscale scores on both the MLQ and HSQ are calculated by
averaging ratings on Likert rating scales and were treated as interval scale variables. This
decision is in keeping with the conclusion from Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino (2006) that “…the
vast majority of research published in the behavioral and social sciences over the past half
century has used summative response scales [Likert scales] as though they met interval
properties…. In our view, this treatment of summative response scales is acceptable, appropriate,
and quite useful” (p. 23).

Population and Sample
The research population for this study consisted of administrative leaders of CE programs
in four-year public universities in the United States. The size of this population is unknown, but
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the target population from which the sample was drawn consisted of 463 individuals who were
listed in a private, customer relationship management system for CE program administrative
leaders in four-year public universities in the United States. All individuals in the target
population held titles indicating their leadership positions in CE programs, such as Vice Provost,
Associate Vice Provost, Dean, Executive Director, Director, and similar titles. All 463
individuals in the target population were recruited to participate in the study. CE leaders who
volunteered to participate in the study composed a convenience sample. Sampling by
convenience means that study participants were self-selected, and this introduced a source of
selection bias into the study (Gravetter & Forzano, 2016). In their thorough comparison of
research volunteers and non-volunteers, Rosenthal and Rosnow (1976) found that individuals
who volunteer to participate in research differ from non-volunteers on over a dozen cognitive,
personality, and demographic variables. Despite this potential disadvantage, convenience
sampling is commonly used when ethical principles or logistics eliminate the option of simple
random sampling or other probabilistic sampling methods (Gravetter & Forzano, 2016).
The size of the sample needed to support the study’s planned inferential statistical
analyses was determined using a priori power analyses performed using G*Power (Version
3.1.9.2) software (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Power analysis enables determining
how large a sample is needed in order to provide a specified level of statistical power when using
an inferential statistical method.
The statistical power of an inferential statistical test, whether it is a test of differences
between group means or a correlation between variables, refers to the probability that the test
will produce statistically significant findings at the selected significance level if the difference or
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correlation being tested actually exists in the population from which the sample was drawn.
Jacob Cohen (1962) found that the average statistical power of the significance tests reported in a
widely read social science journal was only 0.48. Some years later, Cohen (1992) commented
about that finding: “The chance of obtaining a significant result was about that of tossing a head
with a fair coin” (p. 155), even if the sought-after effect actually existed in the population. Since
a chief determinant of statistical power is sample size (as sample size increases, statistical power
improves), Cohen concluded that much research in the social sciences has been performed with
under-sized samples. He attributed this failure to the overuse of inaccurate rules of thumb and
traditions regarding sample sizes.
Although Cohen (1969, 1988) provided analytic methods by which researchers could
determine sample size requirements more precisely, these formulas were complex. Perhaps
because of the difficulty of the math involved in using Cohen’s formulas, researchers often
turned to the relatively simple formulas provided by Krejcie and Morgan (1970). These
formulas, as well as tables provided by those authors, were designed for use in estimating sample
size requirements for generating confidence intervals for population proportions and percentages,
but were widely (and inappropriately) used more broadly to estimate sample size requirements
for research of all types (Chuan, 2006). In 2004, Erdfelder, Buchner, Faul, and Brandt (2004)
published a software package for the calculation of sample sizes based on Cohen’s formulas.
This software has evolved now to the user-friendly G*Power (Version 3.1.9.2) which provides
power analyses for a wide variety, but not all, inferential statistical procedures.
To determine the size of the sample needed in any given quantitative study, the
inferential analyses that will be used must be first identified because different procedures require

55
different sample sizes to achieve the same level of statistical power. In the present study,
canonical correlation analysis was used to measure the strength of the overall relationship
between the three leadership styles measured by the MLQ (the independent variables) and the
four humor styles measured by the HSQ (the dependent variables) and to assess the statistical
significance of that overall relationship. The canonical correlation analysis does this by creating
a linear combination of the independent variables and a second linear combination of the
dependent variables. Each of these linear combinations is called a canonical variate. By creating
these two canonical variates from multiple independent and dependent variables, the canonical
correlation analysis reduces the multivariate problem to a bivariate problem. In this study, the
correlation between the two canonical variates, called the canonical correlation (RC), provided a
measure of the strength of the overall relationship between leadership style and humor style. In
addition to that canonical correlation analysis, a series of 12 Pearson correlations was used to
address RQ2 through RQ13. Those research questions each focused on the bivariate relationship
between one leadership style scale and one humor style scale. To maintain a familywise Type I
error rate at 0.05 across the series of 12 correlations, each was evaluated for significance at the
0.004 level of significance. The use of the 0.004 level of significance represents a Bonferonni
adjustment.
Neither G*Power nor IBM SPSS SamplePower power analytic software includes any
provisions for estimating sample size requirements for the canonical correlation procedure
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). However, several authors have provided some guidance on the
matter, typically suggesting a minimum sample size of 10 cases for each variable in the analysis
(Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). By that standard, the
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three leadership style scales and four humor style scales in this study call for a sample size of n =
70 cases. G*Power software does include a program to estimate sample size requirements to
support Pearson correlations. Parameters input to the a priori power analysis for those Pearson
correlations were as follows: statistical power (1 – β) = 0.80, which is considered standard in the
social and behavioral sciences (Dattalo, 2008); Type I error probability (α) = 0.004, which holds
the Type I error rate at .05 across the series of 12 correlations; and a medium-strength population
relationship between humor style and leadership style (ρ = +.30), described by Cohen (1992) as
an effect that “…would be visible to the naked eye of a careful observer” (p. 156). The G*Power
analysis estimated that a sample of n = 147 would be sufficient to support these 12 Pearson
correlations. That G*Power analysis is summarized in Figure 1, which shows how statistical
power varies as a function of sample size. Given the results of this power analysis, the sampling
goal for the present study was n = 147 cases.

Figure 1. Statistical power as a function of sample size for the series of 12 Pearson correlations
to evaluate the relationship between three MLQ subscales and four HSQ subscales.
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Instrumentation
An online survey hosted by Qualtrics containing the MLQ, HSQ and demographic
questionnaire (Appendices A, B, and C) was used to collect data. The survey opened with a
welcoming statement, followed by an informed consent form. Informed consent was provided by
checking the appropriate response option, at which point the respondent was advanced to survey
pages containing three questionnaires: (a) the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), (b)
the Humor Style Questionnaire (HSQ), and (c) a brief demographic questionnaire. Individuals
who chose not to participate were exited from the survey with a message thanking them for their
time.

Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ)
The Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire, developed by Bass and Avolio (1997), is a
questionnaire with 45 items that measure leadership styles using five-point Likert rating scales (0
= not at all, 1 = once in a while, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, and 4 = frequently if not
always). Within the MLQ, transformational leadership is measured by 20 items, transactional
leadership is measured by 12 items, and laissez-faire leadership is measured by eight items. The
transformational and transactional leadership scales include subscales, but this study focused
only on the three main leadership scales. All items in the MLQ are positively worded so that
higher ratings indicate greater self-reported amounts of the three leadership style characteristics.
Because the four MLQ scales consist of different numbers of items, scale scores are calculated
by averaging ratings to the items corresponding to each scale, rather than summing ratings across
the items forming each scale. Using averages enables one to compare the relative strengths of
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each case’s transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. The use of
averages also allows an individual’s scale score to be interpreted using the same five-point scale
(0 = not at all to 4 = frequently if not always) used with the individual items. Therefore, the
theoretical range of each leadership scale is 0 to 4. Bass and Avolio (1997) have reported
Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients ranging from 0.74 to 0.94 for the
three leadership scales. Carrica (2009) also provided Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the MLQ
in her study of a sample of university presidents. For the 20 items forming the transformational
leadership scale, α = 0.83; for the 12 items of the transactional leadership scale, α = 0.62; and for
the four items forming the laissez-faire scale, α = 0.60. Values of Cronbach’s alpha reported by
Bass and Avolio (1997) are all in a range that is considered acceptable, but the lower values of
alpha for the transactional and laissez-faire scales reported by Carrica (2009) are troubling in that
they are indicative of questionable reliability. Low scale reliability on the MLQ indicates that a
substantial amount of variability in the measurement of leadership style using the MLQ is
essentially random and consequently cannot co-vary systematically with other variables.

Humor Style Questionnaire (HSQ)
The HSQ developed by Martin et al. (2003) consists of 32 seven-point Likert rating scale
items (1 = totally disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor
disagree, 5 = slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = totally agree). The HSQ measures four
types of humor (affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating) using eight items per
humor subscale. After reverse scoring 11 of the 32 items that form the HSQ, each of the four
humor subscale scores is calculated as the average of the ratings to the items corresponding to
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those four humor subscales. Thus, the theoretical range of scores on the HSQ subscales is 1 to 7
and subscale scores can be interpreted using the same anchors that defined the scale points of the
individual items: 1 = totally disagree to 7 = totally agree. The internal consistency reliability of
the four humor subscales has been demonstrated with Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from
0.77 to 0.81. Martin et al. (2003) have also reported test-retest reliability coefficients for the
HSQ ranging from 0.80 to 0.85 in a sample of 1,195 participants. Those researchers also
provided evidence of HSQ validity in the form of theoretically meaningful correlations with
other measures of humor, self-esteem, psychological well-being, hostility, coping, intimacy,
social support, relationship satisfaction, and the Five-Factor Model of Personality. Carrica (2009)
also evaluated the reliability of the HSQ in her study of university presidents. She reported
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients as follows for each of the eight-item humor sales: affiliative
humor, α = 0.84; self-enhancing humor, α = 0.79; aggressive humor, α = 0.66; and self-defeating
humor, α = 0.72. The preponderance of the evidence suggests that the reliability of the HSQ
scales is acceptable or better.

Demographic Questionnaire
The primary purpose of gathering demographic data in this study was to enable
describing sample characteristics. Those demographic characteristics served to define in a post
hoc fashion the population to which study findings can be generalized, i.e., four-year public
university CE administrative leaders willing to participate in a survey study of the relationship
between leadership style and humor style who display demographic characteristics similar to
those of the sample. Items in the demographic characteristics questionnaire included gender,
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chronological age in years, highest level of education completed, race/ethnicity, years working in
continuing education, current title, and years in current position. In addition to enabling sample
description, demographic information gathered from study participants also enabled performing
ancillary analyses focused on identifying relationships between demographics, leadership styles,
and humor styles.

Participant Recruitment and Data
Collection Procedures
Following receipt of study approval from Northern Illinois University’s Institutional
Review Board (IRB), CE administrative leaders identified in the CE list were contacted by email
with information about the study one week before data collection was scheduled to begin. Prior
notification like this was found by Fox, Crask, and Kim (1988) to have the single most positive
effect on postal survey return rates of any of the factors they investigated. One week following
that pre-notification, CE leaders in the target population received a second email containing an
invitation to participate in the study, along with a link to the online survey hosted by Qualtrics.
That survey included the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), the Humor Styles
Questionnaire (HSQ), and the demographic questionnaire. After two weeks, a reminder email
was sent to the target population, once again containing a link to the survey. The survey was
closed to responses four weeks after the first invitation was disseminated. Data were collected
during February and March 2018.
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Ethical Considerations
This study did not generate any unusual ethical challenges. Because data were collected
anonymously from adults and the survey presented less than minimal risk to participants, the
research was designated as “exempt” in the IRB review. The research adhered to all guidelines
for human subjects research as set for by the Code of Federal Regulations for the Protection of
Human Subjects [45CFR 46.101(b)] and the Belmont Report. No data collection began until the
IRB approved all study materials and procedures.
Upon opening the survey, study participants read an informed consent agreement that
guaranteed confidentiality and anonymity. It explained that participants were not obligated to
take part in the study and that those who did choose to participate did so as volunteers without
any compensation. However, to increase the probability of participation (Toepoel, 2016),
respondents were offered the option of being entered into a drawing for a $50 gift card. It was
explained that participants could cease participation at any time. Those who agreed to the terms
of the informed consent checked an option box indicating that fact. Only those who did so were
continued to the remainder of the survey. Those who declined were directed out of the survey.
Although survey respondents were asked to provide some demographic data, no
information was collected that would personally identify either individuals or their institutions.
An option available in the Qualtrics survey platform to record respondents’ IP addresses was
turned off. Participants were provided with the researcher’s contact information and they were
invited to contact the researcher if they wished to learn the results of the completed study. All
data that were collected were stored in a password-protected file on a travel drive stored in a
locked cabinet accessible only to the researcher. Those data will be maintained for a period of
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three years following the completion of the study, at which time the travel drive will be fully
erased and then physically destroyed.

Data Analysis
When the survey collector was closed, the data were downloaded from Qualtrics and
imported into IMB SPSS (Version 24.0), which was used to perform all subsequent data
manipulations and analyses. Although data cleaning (e.g., identification and deletion of
impossible scores, identification and deletion of univariate and multivariate outliers, elimination
of cases with excessive amounts of missing data, identification and deletion of cases who
completed the survey very quickly, identification and elimination of data from individuals whose
ratings show little or no variability across items) normally precedes any other analyses, the
supervising dissertation committee specified that no data were to be deleted. Therefore, data
cleaning was not employed. However, before performing the canonical and Pearson correlation
analyses that were used to address the study’s primary research questions, the data were screened
to identify any violations of the statistical assumptions of those procedures.

Normality
To the degree that the variables under analysis are distributed in a manner that deviates
from normality, the significance levels reported by the canonical and Pearson analyses will be
distorted (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Therefore, the normality of the distributions of scores on
the MLQ and HSQ scales were checked. Normality was evaluated both visually, by examining
frequency histograms of the variables, and statistically, using measures of skewness and kurtosis.
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As recommended by Meyers et al. (2006), skewness and kurtosis values exceeding +1.0 were
taken to indicate substantial deviation from normality. Variables found to be strongly nonnormal can sometimes be normalized using one of the common nonlinear data transforms (e.g.,
square root, log10, reciprocal). When variables cannot be normalized, more stringent
significance levels can be used in the canonical correlation analysis to mitigate the effects of the
violation of normality. Additionally, since the test of significance of the Spearman correlation is
robust with respect to violations of the normality assumption (Sheskin, 2012), Spearman
correlations were planned for use in place of Pearson correlations in evaluating RQ2 through
RQ13 if the variables were found to be non-normal and could not be normalized through data
transformation.

Linearity
The canonical and Pearson correlation analyses used in this study also assumed that the
leadership style independent variables and the humor style dependent variables were linearly
related (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). To evaluate this assumption, 12 scatterplots were
constructed that captured the relationships between the three leadership scales and the four
humor scales. In each scatterplot the linearity of the relationship was evaluated by fitting both a
line and a quadratic curve through the scatterplot. The goodness-of-fit of the line and curve were
measured using the R2 statistic. If the value of R2 for the curve was both strong and stronger than
the R2 value for the line, the relationship was deemed to be nonlinear. Strongly nonlinear
relationships can sometimes be corrected using one of the common data transforms (e.g., square
root, log10, reciprocal). In addition, if any relationships were found to be nonlinear, Spearman
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rank-order correlations could have been substituted for Pearson correlations in assessing RQ2
through RQ13 because Spearman correlations are robust to quadratic relationships as long as
they are monotonic (Sheskin, 2012).

Homoscedasticity
Both the canonical and Pearson correlations assume that the relationships between
independent variables and dependent variables are homoscedastic, i.e., the strength of the
relationship is similar across the full range of both variables. When this assumption is not met,
i.e., when a relationship is heteroscedastic, a single correlation cannot capture adequately the
complex reality that the relationship is stronger in some ranges of the variables than in other
ranges. The assumption of homoscedasticity was evaluated through visual examination of the 12
scatterplots described in the preceding paragraph. A scatterplot in which the points were
approximately equally distributed along the full length of the line of best fit reflected a
homoscedastic relationship. A scatterplot in which the points show dramatically greater
scattering along some portions of the line suggested heteroscedasticity.
Heteroscedasticity is usually the result of using variables in a correlation analysis which
are strongly skewed. Since data screening included a check on variable normality and any
strongly non-normal variables were to be normalized using a data transformation, there was no
reason to expect that any pairs of independent and dependent variables would be strongly
heteroscedastic. If heteroscedasticity was discovered, the significance of the canonical
correlation was to be evaluated using a more stringent significance level. Additionally, Spearman
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correlations were to be used in place of Pearson correlations in evaluating RQ2 through RQ13,
since Spearman correlations are robust to violations of variable normality and the
heteroscedasticity that results from correlating non-normal variables (Sheskin, 2012).

Multicollinearity
Multicollinearity exists when one of the variables in a collection can be largely predicted
from the others and results from the variables being strongly correlated with each other. A state
of strong multicollinearity in either the collection of independent or dependent variables in a
canonical correlation analysis can cause the results of the analysis to become unstable, i.e., the
addition or removal of even a few cases strongly changes the manner in which the variables are
combined into variates. Extreme multicollinearity, called singularity, can even prevent the
analysis from running at all. The canonical correlation analysis in IBM SPSS does not include a
test for multicollinearity. Consequently, that test was performed using the multicollinearity
diagnostic tool that is provided by SPSS multiple regression software. That diagnostic output
includes the tolerance statistic which calculates the proportion of variance in each independent
variable that is not predicted by a combination of the other independent variables. Tolerance
values of 0.10 or less were used to identify excessive multicollinearity in the study (Meyers,
Gamst, & Guarino, 2013).
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Canonical Correlation Analysis
A canonical correlation analysis was used to measure and assess the statistical
significance of the overall or composite relationship between leadership styles and humor styles.
Canonical correlation analysis examines the extent to which a collection of several independent
variables (leadership styles in this study) is related to a collection of several dependent variables
(humor styles in this study). The analysis is accomplished by creating weighted combinations of
independent and dependent variables, each called canonical variates. The weights chosen to
create those canonical variates are selected so as to maximize the correlation between the two
canonical variates, called the canonical correlation. Canonical correlation analysis is thus a
method by which the researcher can measure the overall strength of relationship between several
independent variables (e.g., leadership styles) and several dependent variables (e.g., humor
styles).

Pearson Correlation Analysis
Although the canonical correlation analysis provided a measure of the strength and
statistical significance of the overall, composite relationship between the independent and
dependent variables (RQ1), the bivariate relationships between the three MLQ leadership scales
and four HSQ humor scales (RQ2-RQ13) were assessed separately in a series of 12 Pearson
correlations. Those Pearson correlations were each evaluated for statistical significance at the
0.004 level of significance—a Bonferroni adjustment intended to maintain a Type I error rate of
0.05 across the series of 12 tests. In the event that the statistical assumptions of the Pearson
correlation could not be satisfied using the raw data or through data transformations, Spearman
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correlations, which are robust with respect to some of the statistical assumptions of the Pearson
correlation, were planned for use in place of the Pearson correlations.

Limitations and Delimitations
Research limitations are study weaknesses that cannot be controlled by the researcher.
Research delimitations are constraints that are self-imposed by the researcher for the sake of
keeping the research manageable (Ellis & Levy, 2009). Limitations of the study include the
following:
1. All data collected in this study were acquired through respondents’ self-reports.
While this is unlikely to affect the accuracy of responses to questions about objective
demographic characteristics, survey items that assessed humor and leadership styles
were subjective and thus subject to various distortions like central tendency bias (the
tendency for some raters to avoid using extreme ratings), response set (the tendency
for ratings to be highly similar across dissimilar items), social desirability bias
(responding in ways that are thought to be socially appropriate), self-enhancement
bias (responding in ways that help respondents to maintain their self-esteem), and
acquiescence (the tendency to agree with whatever is presented, constant bias (when
different raters interpret the same rating scale anchors differently), and even random
responding (giving ratings without sufficient thought; Cohen, Swerdlik, & Sturman,
2010; Friedman & Amoo, 1999; Miller & Lovler, 2016; Sedikides & Strube, 1995,
1997).
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2. The study relied on volunteer research participants, creating a form of selection bias
known as self-selection or volunteer bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1976). Individuals who volunteer to participate in
research are known to differ in a variety of ways (e.g., cognitive, personality,
demographic) from non-volunteers, some of which might have influenced responses
in the present study. Because of this, the study’s findings can only be generalized to
the hypothetical population of CE administrators who, like those in the sample, are
willing to volunteer for this type of research and have the same demographic and
other characteristics of the sample.
3. The study’s sample size was somewhat constrained, with only about a third of those
who were invited to participate actually choosing to do so. Small samples limit the
statistical power of the inferential statistics that are used to address the study’s
research questions. As a consequence, the inferential correlational procedures used in
this study only had a good chance (at least 80%) of detecting as statistically
significant those population correlations that were of moderate to high strength. Weak
relationships between leadership and humor that might exist in the population had a
poor chance of being identified in analyses of sample data.
4. Leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire), the independent
variables in this correlational research design, were non-manipulated variables. As in
any research design, the designated dependent variables, humor styles (affiliative,
self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating) were also non-manipulated.
Consequently, it is not possible to draw any causal conclusions from the study’s
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findings based on the correlations that were observed between leadership and humor.
For example, it cannot be concluded from this study that by changing his or her
leadership style, a CE leader will experience a change in humor style, nor that by
changing his or her humor style, a CE leader will experience a change in leadership
style. However, the purpose of the study was not to establish any causal relationships.
Rather, the study simply sought to determine if leadership style and humor style are
related in the correlational sense.
Delimitations of the study are:
1. The target population was restricted to those individuals who subscribed to a single
CE listserv. As a result, the majority of CE administrators in the thousands of
institutions of higher education in the United States and abroad were not included in
this study. It is impossible to know if the listserv subscribers who were invited to
participate are typical of CE administrators more broadly. Therefore, study results
only generalize to CE administrators in the target population, with these additional
characteristics: They are individuals who would volunteer to participate in a study
like this one and show the same demographic, professional, and other characteristics
as those who actually participated in the study. In other words, because the sample
was a convenience sample, the population to which the results can be generalized can
only be determined after the fact by examining the characteristics of the sample that
did participate.
2. The decision to use a quantitative, rather than qualitative, methodology means that the
rich data that typically emerge from qualitative research were unavailable here.
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Consequently, the discovery of statistically reliable relationships between leadership
and humor styles leaves unanswered questions about why those constructs are related.

Summary
The overarching purpose of the present study was to determine if leadership style
(transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire) is related to humor style (affiliative, selfenhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating) among administrative leaders of continuing education
programs in public four-year universities in the United States. Thirteen research questions with
their associated null and alternative hypotheses were presented in this chapter, as were the
methodological and data analytic details of the study. A quantitative methodology was used in
this study because all of the data needed to address the study’s research questions could be
obtained in numerical form using the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) and Humor
Style Questionnaire (HSQ) instruments. Although the scales forming the HSQ have been shown
in previous research to provide acceptable levels of reliability, the reliability of the transactional
and laissez-faire scales is more questionable. However, both instruments have been used widely
and successfully in previous research efforts.
The study used a correlational, cross-sectional research design. In this design, the three
non-manipulated interval scale independent variables were participants’ scores on the
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire scales of the MLQ measure of leadership style.
The four non-manipulated interval scale dependent variables were participants’ scores on the
affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor scores from the HSQ measure of
humor style. All data were collected at one point in time using an online survey. Although the

71
correlational research design that was used does not enable drawing causal conclusions, the
purpose of this research was served by merely examining correlational relationships between
leadership and humor.
The research population for the study consisted of all administrative leaders of CE
programs in four-year public universities in the United States, and the target population consisted
of 463 individuals listed in an online listserv for CE program administrators. One week
following a preliminary notification to explain the purpose of the study and stress the importance
of participation, an email invitation to participate in the study was sent to all 463 CE
administrators in the target population. Those who volunteered to participate formed a
convenience sample. Neither G*Power nor IBM SPSS SamplePower software estimates sample
size requirements for the canonical correlation that was used in this study, but the rule of thumb
established in the literature is that a sample of 10 times the number of variables is sufficient—70
cases in the present study. A priori power analyses available from G*Power were used to
evaluate sample size requirements to support the study’s Pearson correlation analyses. This
power analysis estimated that a sample of n = 147 would be sufficient to support the 12 Pearson
correlations that were planned for use in addressing RQ2 through RQ13. The sampling goal for
the study was thus n = 147.
Participants completed an online survey consisting of an informed consent form, the
MLQ, the HSQ, and a demographic questionnaire. Two weeks after the first invitation to
participate was sent, a reminder was sent to the target population. The survey collector was
closed two weeks later. All data were collected during February and March 2018. The study
presented no unusual ethical challenges as all data were collected anonymously, no information
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was collected which would identify the respondent’s institution, and none of the questions asked
were invasive or emotionally taxing. The dissertation committee specified that no collected data
should be deleted. Consequently, no steps were taken to clean the data. Rather, data analytics
began with data screening to determine if the statistical assumptions of the analytic methods
were satisfied.
A canonical correlation analysis was performed which treated the three MLQ leadership
style scale scores as independent variables and handled the four HSQ humor style scales as
dependent variables. The canonical correlation from that analysis addressed RQ1 by providing a
measure of the strength and statistical significance of the composite relationship between the
leadership style measures and the humor style measures. A series of Bonferroni-adjusted Pearson
correlations followed that canonical correlation analysis to evaluate the bivariate relationships
between each of the four MLQ leadership scales and each of the three HSQ leadership style
scales. Chapter 3 concluded with a discussion of some of the study’s limitations and
delimitations.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine styles of leadership and styles of humor among
continuing education (CE) administrators in four-year universities in the United States to
determine if, and in which ways, leadership style might be related to humor style within CE
administration. Establishing that leadership styles and humor styles are related is potentially
important as such a finding might suggest that leaders who make a concerted effort to adjust their
style of leadership might then also bring about positive changes in humor style, or that those who
adjusted their style of humor might bring about positive changes in leadership style. Of course,
this was a correlational study which did not manipulate either leadership style or humor style.
Consequently, a correlation between leadership and humor styles cannot be taken to indicate that
any causal relationship exists between leadership and humor or between humor and leadership.
On the other hand, if leadership and humor style are causally related, that causal relationship
would appear in the results of this study as a significant correlation between the two constructs.
At the very least, establishing that leadership and humor styles are correlated will give those in
the continuing education field information about which styles of humor could be positive and
which could be negative through their association with leadership styles. That information could
be useful to leaders in the field as they strategize about new tactics to use within their
organizations.
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Description of the Sample
The target population from which I drew the sample consisted of 463 individuals listed in
a private, customer relationship management system for CE program administrative leaders in
four-year public universities in the United States. I sent invitations to participate in the study to
all of these individuals and a sample of 155 participants completed surveys during February and
March 2018. The obtained sample size represented a 33.5% return rate and slightly exceeded the
estimated 147 cases needed to provide 80% statistical power for all of the study’s planned
inferential statistical procedures. There were some scattered missing data which resulted in slight
variations in sample sizes from one analysis to the next. Characteristics of the study’s
participants are summarized in Table 1. I have described categorical variables with frequency
counts (f) and percentages (%) and have described continuous variables using minimum and
maximum values, means (M), medians (Mdn), and standard deviations (SD).

Descriptive Statistics for Study Instruments
I collected the data for this study using a survey of CE leaders during February and
March 2018. I downloaded those data from Quatrics as an Excel file and then imported the data
to IBM SPSS (Version 24.0). All subsequent data manipulations and analyses were performed
using SPSS. I collected data on leadership style using the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ). This instrument measures transformational leadership (20 items), transactional
leadership (12 items), and laissez-faire leadership (eight items). Scores on the MLQ leadership
style scales can range from 1-5, with higher scores indicating more of that leadership style. I
collected data on humor style using the Humor Style Questionnaire (HSQ). This instrument
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Table 1
Characteristics of Study Participants
___________________________________________________________________________________
Categorical Variables
f
%
___________________________________________________________________________________
Gender Identity
Female
Male
Transgender Female
Transgender Male
Gender Variant/Nonconforming
Total

67
85
1
1
1
155

43.2
54.8
0.6
0.6
0.6
100.0

Highest Level of Education
Less than Bachelor’s Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctorate or Terminal Degree
Total

5
43
70
37
155

3.2
27.7
45.2
23.9
100.0

Race/Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
White
Other
Total

4
13
23
109
6
155

2.6
8.4
14.8
70.3
3.9
100.0

Current Title
Vice Provost
Associate Vice Provost
Dean
Executive Director
Director
Other
Total

8
10
26
24
60
27
155

5.2
6.5
16.8
15.5
38.7
17.4
100.0

Department Currently Profitable
Yes
109
70.3
No
30
19.4
Other
16
10.3
Total
155
100.0
__________________________________________________________________________________
Continuous Variables
N
Min
Max
M
Mdn
SD
__________________________________________________________________________________
Seconds to Complete Survey
155
101.0 5628.0 665.6
450.0 767.6
Age
150
20.0
77.0
43.8
41.0
12.6
Years Working in CE
153
1.0
40.0
10.9
9.0
8.4
Years in Current Position
155
1.0
33.0
4.5
3.0
4.5
__________________________________________________________________________________
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measures affiliative humor (eight items), self-enhancing humor (eight items), aggressive humor
(eight items), and self-defeating humor (eight items). Scores on the HSQ humor style scales can
range from 1-7, with higher scores indicating more of that humor style. Table 2 provides
descriptive statistics for both of these instruments, including Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (α)
for internal consistency reliability, minimum and maximum scores, means (M), medians (Mdn),
and standard deviations (SD).
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for the MLQ and the HSQ
____________________________________________________________________________
Instrument and Scale
N
α
Min
Max
M
Mdn
SD
____________________________________________________________________________
MLQ
Transformational Leadership

155

0.94

1.10

4.95

3.63

3.70

0.76

Transactional Leadership

155

0.53

1.50

4.42

2.97

2.92

0.44

Laissez-Faire Leadership

155

0.72

1.00

4.25

2.08

2.00

0.81

Affiliative Humor

151

0.88

1.75

7.00

5.08

5.00

1.23

Self-Enhancing Humor

151

0.80

1.75

7.00

4.76

4.63

0.98

Aggressive Humor

152

0.72

1.00

5.75

3.49

3.56

1.01

HSQ

Self-Defeating Humor
152
0.61
1.00
5.88
3.73
3.81
0.87
____________________________________________________________________________
Note: MLQ leadership style scores could range from 1-5; HSQ humor styles scores could range from 1-7.

By the standards proposed by DeVellis (2012), Cronbach’s reliability was unacceptable
for the transactional leadership scale (α = 0.53), poor for the self-defeating humor scale (α = .61),
and questionable for both the laissez-faire leadership scale (α = .72) and the aggressive humor
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scale (α = .72). Reliability coefficients for all other scales indicated at least acceptable levels of
internal consistency reliability. The relatively poor reliability observed in some of the scales used
in this study may be partially attributable to the excessive speed with which some participants
completed the survey.
In addition to giving their informed consent to participate in the study, participants
responded to 77 rating scale items and provided demographic and professional information on
eight additional items—a total of 86 responses. Providing responses at a rate of three seconds per
response, a participant would be expected to complete the survey in 258 seconds. An analysis of
participants’ response times showed that the median response time was 450 seconds, but 20% of
the respondents completed the survey in under 258 seconds. The hurried responses of a
substantial minority of study participants may have contributed to the weak reliability measures
seen for some of the scales (Meade & Craig, 2012).
Unreliable measures are problematic because a substantial amount of the variance of
scores on those unreliable measures is random and does not represent true attribute variability.
This random variance limits the degree to which the unreliable variables can systematically
covary with other variables and attenuates correlations involving the unreliable variables (Miller,
Lovler, & McIntire, 2013). Additionally, in order for a measure of an attribute to be considered
valid, that measure must first be shown to be reliable. Thus, the validity of unreliable measures is
questionable. Finally, the reliability of the results and conclusions drawn from a study are limited
by the reliability of the measures taken in that study. However, to maintain a sample size that
would provide sufficient statistical power for the study’s inferential statistical procedures, I
decided against eliminating data from participants who completed the study in very short
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amounts of time. Issues with measurement reliability in this study will be raised again later in
this chapter and again in Chapter 5.

Tests of the Statistical Assumptions

Univariate, Bivariate, and Multivariate Outliers
The canonical correlation analysis and Pearson correlations that I used in this study
assume that the data are free from outliers, including univariate outliers, bivariate outliers, and
multivariate outliers. Outliers of any type exert a disproportion effect on calculated correlations,
typically tending to attenuate the size of the correlations. Some potential univariate outliers were
visible in the frequency histograms that I used in evaluating the normality of the variables in the
next section of this chapter, and I noticed some bivariate outliers in the scatterplots used in
assessing the characteristics of the bivariate relationships in a subsequent section. Although I
have noted the presence of these outliers, I did not delete any outliers from any of the analyses at
the direction of the dissertation committee and in order to maintain the sample size.

Normality
The validity of both the canonical correlation analysis and the Pearson correlations that
were planned for use in this study are affected by the degree to which the data conform to several
statistical assumptions. One of these assumptions is that the variables in a correlational analysis
should be normally distributed. Therefore, I examined the normality of all leadership and humor
scales both visually, by plotting and inspecting frequency histograms, and statistically, by
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calculating measures of skewness and kurtosis for all variables and screening for values
exceeding +1.0 (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2013).

Normality of the Multi-Factor Leadership
Questionnaire Scales
Figure 2 shows frequency histograms for the three leadership style scales of the MLQ,
and measures of skewness and kurtosis are provided in Table 3. The distribution of scores on
transformational leadership was somewhat negatively skewed and the distribution of scores on
laissez-faire leadership was somewhat positively skewed, but none of the measures of skewness
or kurtosis exceeded the critical value of +1.0 recommended by Meyers et al. (2013) for
identifying strongly non-normal distributions. Frequency histograms for transformational
leadership and transactional leadership both suggested the presence of univariate outliers that
contributed to distribution skewness. However, I left those outliers in the analysis in order to
maintain sample size.

Normality of the Humor Styles Questionnaire Scales
Figure 3 shows frequency histograms for the four humor style scales of the HSQ and
measures of skewness and kurtosis are provided in Table 4. Despite some apparent leptokurtosis
in the distribution of affiliative humor scores, none of the measures of skewness or kurtosis
reached the +1.0 critical value that I used in this study to identify non-normal distributions. All
four frequency histograms suggest the presence of univariate outliers that contributed to
distribution skewness, but I left those outliers in the analysis in order to maintain sample size.
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Figure 2. Frequency histograms for transformational leadership (top left), transactional
leadership (top right), and laissez-faire leadership (bottom)

Table 3
Measures of Skewness and Kurtosis for Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership,
and Laissez-Faire Leadership
__________________________________________________
Leadership Style

Skewness

Kurtosis

____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Transformational Leadership

-0.37

-0.35

Transactional Leadership

0.28

0.54

Laissez-Faire Leadership
0.49
-0.54
__________________________________________________
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Figure 3. Frequency histograms for affiliative humor (top left), self-enhancing humor (top right),
aggressive humor (bottom left), and self-defeating humor (bottom right)
Table 4
Measures of Skewness and Kurtosis Affiliative Humor, Self-Enhancing Humor, Aggressive
Humor, and Self-Defeating Humor
__________________________________________________
Humor Style
Skewness
Kurtosis
__________________________________________________
Affiliative Humor
-0.29
-0.76
Self-Enhancing Humor
Aggressive Humor

0.10

0.01

- 0.15

-0.53

Self-Defeating Humor
-0.19
0.17
__________________________________________________
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Linearity of Relationships
Both the canonical correlation analysis and the Pearson correlation assume that
relationships between the variables are linear. To the degree that variables are related in a
nonlinear fashion, those correlational statistics underestimate the strength of the relationship
between the variables. I evaluated the assumption of linearity both visually, by inspecting
scatterplots of the relationships between leadership scales and humor scales, and statistically, by
fitting both a line and a quadratic curve through each scatterplot and comparing their goodnessof-fit values as measured by the R2 statistic. If the value of R2 for the curve was both strong and
substantially stronger than the R2 value for the line, the relationship was considered to be
nonlinear.
Figure 4 shows the scatterplots and Table 5 summarizes values of R2 for lines and curves.
Two scatterplots in Figure 4 warrant discussion in relation to the assumption of linearity of
relationships. In the scatterplot of the relationship between transactional leadership and selfenhancing humor, a quadratic curve (R2 = .10) provided a better fit than a line (R2= .01), but that
nonlinear relationship was mostly the result of relatively small number of outliers in the lower
left and lower right corners of the scatterplot. Further, a squared correlation of R2 = .10 means
that R = .32. By the standards of the social sciences, that correlation would be considered to
represent a relationship of only medium strength (Cumming, 2012). Consequently, the nonlinear
relationship was not especially strong, even though it was somewhat stronger than the linear
relationship. The second scatterplot that deserves attention shows the relationship between
laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor. In that scatterplot, a quadratic curve provided a
somewhat better fit (R2 = .17) than a line (R2 = .10), but the nonlinear relationship was again
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Figure 4. Scatterplots with lines and quadratic curves of best fit for relationships between
leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire) (columns) and humor styles
(affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating) (rows).
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Table 5
Goodness of Fit Statistics (R2) for Lines and Quadratic Curves Fitted into Scatterplots Depicting
Relationships Between Three Leadership Styles and Four Humor Styles
____________________________________________________________________________
Leadership Styles
Transformational
Transactional
Laissez-Faire
_______________________________________________________
R2 for R2 for
R2 for R2 for
R2 for
R2 for
Humor Styles
Line
Curve
Line
Curve
Line
Curve
_____________________________________________________________________________
Affiliative
.21
.23
.04
.05
.10
.11
Self-Enhancing

.28

.29

.01

.10

.11

.11

Aggressive

.22

.22

.00

.01

.10

.17

Self-Defeating
.01
.04
.00
.03
.05
.07
_____________________________________________________________________________

arguably the result of some outliers in the lower right corner of the scatterplot. Additionally, a
squared correlation of R2 = .17 represents a correlation of R = .41, which is, by the standards of
the social sciences, only a moderate-strength correlation (Cumming, 2012). Consequently, that
scatterplot also failed to meet the twin criteria for declaring a relationship to be nonlinear, i.e.,
that the goodness-of-fit for the curve must be both strong and stronger than the goodness-of-fit
for the line. I concluded that none of the relationships between leadership styles and humor styles
were strongly nonlinear. All scatterplots suggested the presence of outliers that can be expected
to have attenuated somewhat the bivariate Pearson correlations of interest in this study, but in
order to maintain sample size I did not delete any cases.
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Homoscedasticity
Heteroscedasticity exists in bivariate correlations when the strength of the relationship is
stronger in some score ranges and weaker in others. When a relationship is heteroscedastic, a
single correlation is insufficient to capture the fact that the relationship between the variables is
of different strengths in different parts of the scatterplot. Because of this, correlational statistics
assume that the relationship between variables is homoscedastic, i.e., of equal strength
everywhere in the scatterplot. In this study, I evaluated the assumption of homoscedasticity by
visually examining the scatterplots shown previously in Figure 4. A heteroscedastic relationship
would be indicated if the points were closely clustered around the line of best fit in some areas of
the scatterplot but widely scattered in other areas. Inspection of the scatterplots did not reveal
any instances of strong heteroscedasticity. I concluded that the assumption of homoscedasticity
was satisfied.

Multicollinearity
Canonical correlation was used to address RQ1 in this study, i.e., to evaluate the overall
relationship between leadership style and humor style among administrative leaders in
continuing education programs in public four-year universities in the United States. That
canonical correlation procedure produces an unstable solution when either the independent
variables (the three leadership scales) or the dependent variables (the four humor scales) are too
strongly correlated—a condition called multicollinearity.
When multicollinearity exists, the weights used in combining the independent variables
into one canonical variate and the dependent variables into a second canonical variate become
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unstable, meaning that the addition or deletion of even a few cases can dramatically change how
the variables are weighted. When multicollinearity becomes extreme, the canonical correlation
analysis will not run without deleting one or more of the highly correlated variables. There is no
test for multicollinearity within the canonical correlation procedure in SPSS, but such a
diagnostic procedure does exist within the multiple regression procedure. I used that diagnostic
procedure to evaluate both the leadership and humor scales for multicollinearity.
The output from this diagnostic procedure includes tolerance statistics for each variable.
These tolerance statistics indicate the proportion of variance in each variable that is not explained
by the other variables. Tolerance values smaller than .10 are indicative of extreme
multicollinearity. Tolerance values for the three leadership scales ranged from .58 to .80.
Tolerance values for the four humor subscales ranged from .44 to .72. I concluded that neither
the independent variables (leadership styles) nor the dependent variables (humor styles) were
excessively correlated. This conclusion was confirmed by examining correlations between the
variables. Table 6 shows correlations between the leadership scales and Table 7 shows
correlations between the humor scales. Although some variables in each set were strongly
correlated, many more showed only weak to moderate strength correlations.

Hypothesis Testing
Tests of the statistical assumptions for the canonical correlation analysis and Pearson
correlations suggested that, with the exception of some possible outliers, those assumptions were
met. In order to preserve sample size, the potential outliers were retained and the analyses
proceeded with the knowledge that correlations might be somewhat attenuated by the outliers.
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Table 6
Pearson Correlations Between Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-Faire Leadership
Scales (N = 155)
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables
Transformational
Transactional
Laissez-faire
Leadership
Leadership
Leadership
1.

Transformational
Leadership

--

2.

Transactional
Leadership

-.05

--

-.53*

.41*

3.

Laissez-Faire
Leadership
Note. * p < .001

--

Table 7
Pearson Correlations Between Affiliative, Self-Enhancing, Aggressive, and Self-Defeating
Humor Scales (N = 145)
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Variables
Affiliative
Self-Enhancing
Aggressive
Self-Defeating
Humor
Humor
Humor
Humor
1.

Affiliative
Humor

--

2.

Self-Enhancing
Humor

.73*

--

3.

Aggressive
Humor

.03

-.05

4.

Self-Defeating
.29*
.29*
Humor
Note. * p < .001. Using listwise deletion of missing data, N = 145.

-.49*

--
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Although no data were deleted by the researcher, there were some scattered missing data
where participants failed to respond to some survey items. The results of analyses performed to
address the study’s research questions are presented next, organized around those research
questions.

Research Question 1
RQ1 asked, “What is the relationship between leadership style and humor style among
administrative leaders in continuing education programs in public four-year universities in the
United States?”
H10: Leadership style and humor style are unrelated among administrative leaders in
continuing education programs in public four-year universities in the United States.
H11: Leadership style and humor style are significantly related (p< .05) among
administrative leaders in continuing education programs in public four-year universities
in the United States.
I used a canonical correlation analysis in this study to evaluate the strength of the overall,
multivariate relationship between leadership styles (the independent variables) and humor styles
(the dependent variables). The general characteristics of the canonical correlation procedure will
be described here and the results of the analysis will be presented in the next paragraph. In the
first step of canonical correlation analysis, the independent variables are weighted and combined
to form a single variable called a canonical variate.
In the same step, the analysis also weights and combines the dependent variables to form
a second canonical variate. The weights used in forming the canonical variates are selected so as
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to maximize the strength of the correlation between the two canonical variates, called the
canonical correlation (RC). In a series of additional steps, the analysis then forms additional,
successive pairs of canonical variates, all created so as to meet two criteria. First, each successive
combination of independent variables must be orthogonal (uncorrelated) to all previous
combinations of independent variables, and each successive combination of dependent variables
must be orthogonal to all previous combinations of dependent variables. Second, within the
constraint that successive pairs of variates must be orthogonal to all previous pairs, the weights
used to create the canonical variates are always chosen so as to maximize the canonical
correlation between the canonical variates. Because successive pairs of canonical variates are
orthogonal, different portions of the variance in the dependent variables are explained at each
step in the analysis.
The number of pairs of orthogonal canonical variates that can be created, and thus the
number of canonical correlations that can be calculated, is equal to the smaller of either the
number of independent variables or the number of dependent variables. The first pair of
canonical variates will always produce the strongest canonical correlation, and successive pairs
will show progressively weaker canonical correlations at each step. Each canonical correlation
can be tested for significance using Wilks’ lambda.
The total amount of variance that is shared in common between the independent and
dependent variables in the sample data is expressed by the squared overall canonical correlation
(RC2). However, a more conservative estimate of the proportion of variance in the dependent
variables that is explained by the independent variables in the population that is represented by
the sample at hand is calculated by averaging the squared canonical correlations across the pairs
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of canonical variates, the so-called Cramer-Nicewander (1979) redundancy index (Meyers et al.,
2013).
In this study, I used canonical correlation analysis to address RQ1 by evaluating the
strength and statistical significance of the overall, multivariate relationship between leadership
styles (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire) and humor styles (affiliative, selfenhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating). I designated the three leadership styles as
independent variables and the four humor styles as dependent variables. Individuals with missing
data on any of the variables in a canonical correlation analysis cannot be included in the analysis
and were excluded by necessity, leaving 145 cases in the analysis. To be clear, I did not delete
any cases from the data due to questionable quality or violations of the statistical assumptions of
the analysis. The only deleted data from this analysis were deleted by the statistical software.
Three pairs of orthogonal canonical variates were constructed, providing three canonical
correlations. Those canonical correlations and tests of their significance are summarized in Table
8. Canonical correlations carry no signs; they are always zero or positive. This is because
canonical correlations are not calculated directly; they are calculated as the square roots of
squared canonical correlations, and squared correlations cannot be negative.

Table 8
Canonical Correlations and Tests of Significance
______________________________________________________________________________
Step
RC Wilks’L
F
df
p
______________________________________________________________________________
1
.71
.45
10.70
12, 365.41
<.001
2

.25

.91

2.29

2, 209.00

.036

3

.17

.97

2.16

2, 140.00

.120

______________________________________________________________________________
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The results of the canonical correlation analysis showed statistically significant canonical
correlations at the first two steps of the analysis, indicating the presence of a significant
multivariate relationship between leadership styles and humor styles. The squared overall
canonical correlation, RC2 = .55, indicated that 55% of the variance in the independent and
dependent variables was shared in common. The more conservative Cramer-Nicewander (1979)
redundancy index estimated that approximately 20% of the variance in the humor dependent
variables was explained by the leadership independent variables in the population represented by
the study sample.
Thus, I rejected the null hypothesis associated with RQ1, i.e., that leadership style and
humor style are unrelated among administrative leaders in continuing education programs in
public four-year universities in the United States. It can be concluded from this finding that
leadership styles and humor styles are somewhat associated. Specifying the exact nature of the
relationship between those two constructs was the focus of the remaining research questions.

Research Question 2 Through
Research Question 13
The canonical correlation analysis established that leadership styles and humor styles
were significantly related in an overall, multivariate sense. The remaining research questions,
RQ2 through RQ13, sought to identify the sources of this significant multivariate relationship at
the bivariate level. I addressed RQ2 through RQ13 using a series of 12 Pearson correlations,
each evaluated for statistical significance at the .004 level of significance, a Bonferroni
adjustment designed to hold the Type I error rate at .05 across the series of 12 correlations. Table
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9 summarizes the correlations between the three leadership styles and the four humor styles.
Figure 4, presented previously, depicts these bivariate relationships graphically with scatterplots.

Table 9
Pearson Correlations Between Leadership Styles (Transformational, Transactional, and LaissezFaire) and Humor Styles (Affiliative, Self-Enhancing, Aggressive, and Self-Defeating)
________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables: Leadership
Transformational Transactional
Laissez-Faire
_________________________________________________________________________________
Dependent Variables: Humor
Affiliative

r
p
n

.46*
<.001
151

-.20
.013
151

-.32*
<.001
151

Self-Enhancing

r
p
n

.53*
<.001
151

-.10
.223
151

-.34*
<.001
151

Aggressive

r
p
n

-.46*
<.001
152

.00
.974
152

.32*
<.001
152

Self-Defeating

r
-.09
.06
.23*
p
.300
.492
.004
n
152
152
152
________________________________________________________________________________
Note. Correlations marked with an asterisk (*) were significant at or beyond the required .004 level of significance.
All significance levels are two-tailed. Cases with missing data were deleted on a pairwise basis so as to retain as
many cases as possible in each correlation.

RQ2 asked, “What is the relationship between transformational leadership and affiliative
humor?”
H20: Transformational leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated.
H21: Transformational leadership and affiliative humor are related (p< 0.004).
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Transformational leadership showed a significant positive correlation with affiliative humor,
r(149) = .46, p< .001, indicating that as transformational leadership increased, so did affiliative
humor. Consequently, I rejected the null hypothesis associated with RQ2, that transformational
leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated, and accepted the alternative hypothesis, that
transformational leadership and affiliative humor are related.
RQ3 asked, “What is the relationship between transformational leadership and selfenhancing humor?” Transformational leadership showed a significant positive correlation with
self-enhancing humor, r(149) = .53, p< .001, indicating that as transformational leadership
increased, so did self-enhancing humor. Consequently, I rejected the null hypothesis associated
with RQ3, that transformational leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated, and accepted
the alternative hypothesis, that transformational leadership and self-enhancing humor are related.
RQ4 asked, “What is the relationship between transformational leadership and aggressive
humor?” Transformational leadership showed a significant negative correlation with aggressive
humor, r(150) = -.46, p< .001, indicating that as transformational leadership increased,
aggressive humor decreased. Consequently, I rejected the null hypothesis associated with RQ4,
that transformational leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated, and accepted the alternative
hypothesis, that transformational leadership are aggressive humor are related.
RQ5 asked, “What is the relationship between transformational leadership and selfdefeating humor?” Transformational leadership was not significantly correlated with selfdefeating humor at the .004 significance level that I used to evaluate the significance of the
Pearson correlations in this study, r(150) = -.09, p = .300. Consequently, I concluded that there
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was insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis associated with RQ5, that transformational
leadership and self-defeating humor are unrelated.
RQ6 asked, “What is the relationship between transactional leadership and affiliative
humor?” Transactional leadership was not significantly correlated with affiliative humor at the
.004 significance level that I used to evaluate the significance of the Pearson correlations in this
study, r(149) = -.20, p = .013. Consequently, I concluded that there was insufficient evidence to
reject the null hypothesis associated with RQ6, that transactional leadership and affiliative humor
are unrelated.
RQ7 asked, “What is the relationship between transactional leadership and selfenhancing humor?” Transactional leadership was not significantly correlated with self-enhancing
humor at the .004 significance level that I used to evaluate the significance of the Pearson
correlations in this study, r(149) = -.10, p = .223. Consequently, I concluded that there was
insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis associated with RQ7, that transactional
leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated.
RQ8 asked, “What is the relationship between transactional leadership and aggressive
humor?” Transactional leadership was not significantly correlated with aggressive humor at the
.004 significance level that I used to evaluate the significance of the Pearson correlations in this
study, r(150) = .00, p = .974. Consequently, I concluded that there was insufficient evidence to
reject the null hypothesis associated with RQ8, that transactional leadership and aggressive
humor are unrelated.
RQ9 asked, “What is the relationship between transactional leadership and self-defeating
humor?” Transactional leadership was not significantly correlated with self-defeating humor at
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the .004 significance level that I used to evaluate the significance of the Pearson correlations in
this study, r(150) = .06, p = .492. Consequently, I concluded that there was insufficient evidence
to reject the null hypothesis associated with RQ9, that transactional leadership and self-defeating
humor are unrelated.
RQ10 asked, “What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and affiliative
humor?” Laissez-faire leadership showed a significant negative correlation with affiliative
humor, r(149) = -.32, p< .001, indicating that as laissez-faire leadership increased, affiliative
humor decreased. Consequently, I rejected the null hypothesis associated with RQ10, that
laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated, and accepted the alternative
hypothesis, that laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor are related.
RQ11 asked, “What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and selfenhancing humor?” Laissez-faire leadership showed a significant negative correlation with selfenhancing humor, r(149) = -.34, p< .001, indicating that as laissez-faire leadership increased,
self-enhancing humor decreased. Consequently, I rejected the null hypothesis associated with
RQ11, that laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated, and accepted the
alternative hypothesis, that laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing humor are related.
RQ12 asked, “What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and aggressive
humor?” Laissez-faire leadership showed a significant positive correlation with aggressive
humor, r(150) = .32, p< .001, indicating that as laissez-faire leadership increased, aggressive
humor also increased. Consequently, I rejected the null hypothesis associated with RQ12, that
laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated, and accepted the alternative
hypothesis, that laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor are related.
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RQ13 asked, “What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating
humor?” Laissez-faire leadership showed a significant positive correlation with self-defeating
humor, r(150) = .23, p = .004, indicating that as laissez-faire leadership increased, self-defeating
humor also increased. Consequently, I rejected the null hypothesis associated with RQ13, that
laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating humor, and accepted the alternative hypothesis, that
laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating humor are related.

Ancillary Analyses
The primary purpose of this study was to explore the relationships between leadership
styles and humor styles. In addition, however, demographic and professional data were collected
in this study that enabled addressing each of the following ancillary research questions (ARQs):
ARQ1. Are there differences in levels of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership as a function of the gender of continuing education leaders?
ARQ2. Are there differences in levels of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership as a function of age among continuing education leaders?
ARQ3. Are there differences in levels of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership as a function of career tenure among continuing education leaders?
ARQ4. Are there differences in levels of affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and selfdefeating humor as a function of the gender of continuing education leaders?
ARQ5. Are there differences in levels of affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and selfdefeating humor as a function of age among continuing education leaders?
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ARQ6. Are there differences in levels of affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and selfdefeating humor as a function of career tenure among continuing education leaders?

ARQ1: Leadership as a Function of Gender
Three between-subjects one-way ANOVAs were used to evaluate leadership style
differences between female and male continuing education leaders. The independent variable in
each analysis was gender, with two levels—female and male. The three humor scales of the
MLQ (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire) served as dependent variables in these
three analyses. Table 10 provides sample descriptive statistics on the three MLQ leadership
scales for males and females as well as results of the one-way ANOVAs used to evaluate
leadership style differences between females and males. Figure 5 is a plot of means for females
and males on each of the leadership scales. There were no gender differences on transactional
leadership or laissez-faire leadership. However, females were significantly stronger than males
on transformational leadership.

ARQ2: Leadership as a Function of Age
Three between-subjects one-way ANOVAs were used to evaluate leadership style
differences as a function of the age of continuing education leaders. The independent variable in
each ANOVA was age, with three levels: 20-36, 37-48, and 49+ years. The three leadership
scales of the MLQ (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire) served as dependent
variables in these three analyses. Table 11 provides sample descriptive statistics on the three
MLQ leadership scales for the three age groups as well as results of the one-way ANOVAs used
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics on Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-Faire Leadership
Scales Among Female and Male Continuing Education Leaders and Tests of Gender
Differences
______________________________________________________________________________________
Between-Subjects ANOVA
Leadership Style
M
SD
n
F
df
p
_______________________________________________________________
Transformational
5.15
1,150 .025
Female
3.80
0.68
67
Male
3.52
0.80
85
Overall
3.64
0.76
152
Transactional
Female
Male
Overall

2.98
2.95
2.96

0.45
0.44
0.44

67
85
152

0.16

1,150

.694

Laissez-Faire
1.49
1,150 .224
Female
1.97
0.73
67
Male
2.13
0.85
85
Overall
2.06
0.80
152
_______________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on MLQ leadership scales could vary from 1-5.

Figure 5. Plot of means on transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership scales for
female and male continuing education leaders. Scores on the MLQ leadership scales could vary
from 1-5.
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to evaluate leadership style differences between age groups. Figure 6 is a plot of means for the
three age groups on each of the leadership scales. The age groups did not differ significantly on
transactional leadership, but there were significant age-related differences on the
transformational and laissez-faire scales. Bonferroni-adjusted post hoc comparisons were used to
identify which age groups differed significantly on each of those two leadership styles. The
results of these post hoc pairwise comparisons are summarized in Table 12. On both
transformational and laissez-faire leadership styles, there were significant changes from the
youngest to oldest age groups. Transformational leadership increased significantly with age,
whereas laissez-faire leadership declined significantly with age.

Table 11
Descriptive Statistics on Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-Faire Leadership
Among Three Age Groups of Continuing Education Leaders and Tests of Differences
Between Age Groups
______________________________________________________________________________________
Between-Subjects ANOVAs
Leadership Style
M
SD
n
F
df
p
_______________________________________________________________
Transformational
27.68 2,147 <.001
20-36
3.12
0.67
47
37-8
3.78
0.69
53
49+
4.04
0.51
50
Overall
3.66
0.73
150
Transactional
20-36
37-48
49+
Overall

1.85
3.07
2.99
2.90
2.99

0.47
0.43
0.39
0.43

2,147

.161

47
53
50
150

Laissez-Faire
18.40 2,147 <.001
20-36
2.60
0.74
47
37-48
1.87
0.78
53
49+
1.79
0.66
50
Overall
2.07
0.81
150
_______________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on MLQ leadership scales could vary from 1-5.
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Figure 6. Plot of means on transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership scales for
three age groups of continuing education leaders. Scores on the MLQ leadership scales could
vary from 1-5

Table 12
Bonferroni-Adjusted Post Hoc Comparisons of Age Groups on Transformational and
Laissez-Faire Leadership Scales
_________________________________________________________________________________
Comparisons
Mean Diff.
Std. Err.
p
___________________________________________________________
Transformational Leadership
20-36 vs. 37-48
-0.66
0.13
<.001
20-36 vs. 49+
-0.92
0.13
<.001
37-48 vs. 49+
-0.26
0.12
.113
Laissez-Faire Leadership
20-36 vs. 37-48
0.73
0.15
<.001
20-36 vs. 49+
0.82
0.15
<.001
37-48 vs. 49+
0.09
0.14
.999
___________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on the MLQ scales could vary from 1-5.
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ARQ3: Leadership as a Function of Career Tenure
Three between-subjects one-way ANOVAs were used to evaluate leadership style
differences as a function of the career tenure of continuing education leaders. The independent
variable in each ANOVA was career tenure, with three levels: 1-5 years, 6-12 years, and 13+
years. The three leadership scales of the MLQ (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire)
served as dependent variables in these three analyses. Table 13 provides sample descriptive
statistics on the three MLQ leadership scales for the three career tenure groups as well as results
of the one-way ANOVAs used to evaluate leadership style differences between career tenure
groups. Figure 7 is a plot of means for the three career tenure groups on each of the leadership
scales. The career tenure groups did not differ significantly on transactional leadership, but there
were significant differences between career tenure groups on the transformational and laissezfaire scales. Bonferroni-adjusted post hoc comparisons were used to identify which career tenure
groups differed significantly on each of those two leadership styles. The results of those post hoc
pairwise comparisons are summarized in Table 14. On both transformational and laissez-faire
leadership styles, there were no significant differences between the 1-5 year and 6-12 year career
tenure groups. However, transformational leadership increased significantly from the 6-12 year
to the 13+ year group and laissez-faire leadership decreased significantly from the 6-12 year to
13+ year group.
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics on Transformational, Transactional, and Laissez-Faire Leadership
Among Three Career Tenure Groups of Continuing Education Leaders and Tests of
Differences Between Career Tenure Groups
______________________________________________________________________________________
Between-Subjects ANOVAs
Leadership Style
M
SD
n
F
df
p
_______________________________________________________________
Transformational
16.79 2,150 <.001
1-5 years
3.26
0.81
48
6-12 years
3.55
0.71
54
13+ years
4.05
0.53
51
Overall
3.63
0.76
153
Transactional
0.71 2,150 .493
1-5 years
2.96
0.49
48
6-12 years
3.03
0.40
54
13+ years
2.93
0.45
51
Overall
2.97
0.44
153
Laissez-Faire
6.91 2,150
.001
1-5 years
2.34
0.86
48
6-12 years
2.15
0.80
54
13+ years
1.77
0.67
51
Overall
2.08
0.81
153
_______________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on MLQ leadership scales could vary from 1-5.

Figure 7. Plot of means on transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership scales for
three career tenure groups of continuing education leaders. Scores on the MLQ leadership scales
could vary from 1-5.
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Table 14
Bonferroni-Adjusted Post Hoc Comparisons of Career Tenure Groups on Transformational
and Laissez-Faire Leadership Scales
_________________________________________________________________________________
Comparisons
Mean Diff.
Std. Err.
p
___________________________________________________________
Transformational Leadership
1-5 vs. 6-12 years
-0.30
0.14
.092
1-5 vs. 13+ years
-0.80
0.14
<.001
6-12 vs. 13+ years
-0.50
0.14
.001
Laissez-Faire Leadership
1-5 vs. 6-12 years
0.19
0.16
.695
1-5 vs. 13+ years
0.57
0.16
.001
6-12 vs. 13+ years
0.38
0.15
.039
____________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on the MLQ scales could vary from 1-5.

ARQ4: Humor as a Function of Gender
Four between-subjects one-way ANOVAs were used to evaluate humor style differences
between female and male continuing education leaders. The independent variable in each
analysis was gender, with two levels—female and male. The four humor scales of the HSQ
(affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating) served as dependent variables in these
four analyses. Table 15 provides sample descriptive statistics on the four HSQ humor scales for
males and females as well as results of the one-way ANOVAs used to evaluate differences in
humor between females and males. Figure 8 is a plot of means for females and males on each of
the humor scales. There were no significant gender differences on any of the four humor scales.

ARQ5. Humor as a Function of Age
Four between-subjects one-way ANOVAs were used to evaluate humor style differences
as a function of the age of continuing education leaders. Age was split into three age groups for
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Table 15
Descriptive Statistics on Affiliative, Self-Enhancing, Aggressive, and Self-Defeating Humor
Among Female and Male Continuing Education Leaders and Tests of Gender Differences
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Between-Subjects ANOVA
Humor Style
M
SD
n
F
df
p
______________________________________________________________
Affiliative
0.94
1,140 .333
Female
5.02
1.39
63
Male
5.22
1.10
79
Overall
5.13
1.24
142
Self-Enhancing
Female
Male
Overall

4.82
4.75
4.78

1.07
0.93
0.99

63
79
142

Aggressive
Female
Male
Overall

3.34
3.59
3.48

0.98
1.05
1.02

63
79
142

Self-Defeating
Female
Male
Overall

3.61
3.82
3.73

0.88
0.88
0.88

63
79
142

0.15

1,140

.704

2.16

1,140

.144

2.11

1,140

.149

______________________________________________________________

Note. Scores on HSQ humor scales could vary from 1-7.

Figure 8. Plot of means on affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor
scales for female and male continuing education leaders. Scores on the HSQ humor scales could
vary from 1-7.
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these analyses in a manner designed to place approximately equal numbers of cases in each age
group: 20-36 (n = 47), 37-48 (n = 53), and 49+ (n = 50). According to Meyers et al., (2013),
large, equal sample sizes in the ANOVA provide increased robustness to violations of the
assumptions of the statistic. The independent variable in each ANOVA was age, with the three
levels just described. The four humor scales of the HSQ (affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive,
and self-defeating) served as dependent variables in these four analyses. Table 16 provides
sample descriptive statistics on the four HSQ humor scales for the three age groups as well as
results of the one-way ANOVAs used to evaluate humor style differences between age groups.
Figure 9 is a plot of means for the three age groups on each of the humor scales. The age groups
did not differ significantly on self-defeating humor, but there were significant age-related
differences on the affiliative, self-enhancing, and aggressive humor scales. Bonferroni-adjusted
post hoc comparisons were used to identify which age groups differed significantly on each of
those three humor styles. The results of these post hoc pairwise comparisons are summarized in
Table 17. Affiliative and self-enhancing humor styles increased significantly with age while
aggressive humor decreased significantly with age. Age was not significantly related to the
strength of self-defeating humor.

ARQ6. Humor as a Function of Career Tenure
Four between-subjects one-way ANOVAs were used to evaluate humor style differences
as a function of the participants’ career tenure, i.e., years working in higher education. The career
tenure distribution was divided into three categories as follows in order to achieve group sizes
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Table 16
Descriptive Statistics on Affiliative, Self-Enhancing, Aggressive, and Self-Defeating Humor
Among Three Age Groups of Continuing Education Leaders and Tests of Differences
Between Age Groups
_______________________________________________________________________
Between-Subjects ANOVAs
Humor Style
M
SD
n
F
df
p
_______________________________________________________________________
Affiliative
5.86
2,137
.004
20-36
4.62
1.13
43
37-8
5.27
1.41
50
49+
5.46
1.03
47
Overall
5.13
1.25
140
Self-Enhancing
20-36
37-48
49+
Overall

4.43
4.86
5.07
4.80

0.80
1.07
0.93
0.97

43
50
47
140

Aggressive
20-36
37-48
49+
Overall

3.86
3.58
2.95
3.45

0.91
1.07
0.89
1.03

43
50
47
140

5.31

2,137

.006

10.74

2,137

<.001

Self-Defeating
0.83
2,137 .440
20-36
3.89
0.67
43
37-48
3.69
0.87
50
49+
3.68
0.99
47
Overall
3.75
0.86
140
_______________________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on HSQ humor scales could vary from 1-7.
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Figure 9. Plot of means on affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor
scales for three age groups of continuing education leaders. Scores on the HSQ humor scales
could vary from 1-7.

Table 17
Bonferroni-Adjusted Post Hoc Comparisons of Age Groups on Affiliative, Self-Enhancing,
and Aggressive Humor
_________________________________________________________________________________
Comparisons
Mean Diff.
Std. Err. p
___________________________________________________________
Affiliative Humor
20-36 vs. 37-48 years
-0.64
0.24
.028
20-36 vs. 49+ years
-0.86
0.25
.002
37-48 vs. 49+ years
-0.19
0.25
.999
Self-Enhancing Humor
20-36 vs. 37-48 years
20-36 vs. 49+ years
37-48 vs. 49+ years

-0.43
-0.64
-0.21

0.19
0.19
0.19

.077
.003
.760

Aggressive Humor
20-36 vs. 37-48 years
0.28
0.20
.515
20-36 vs. 49+ years
0.91
0.20
<.001
37-48 vs. 49+ years
-0.64
0.20
.004
____________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on the HSQ scales could vary from 1-7.
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that were as nearly equal as possible: 1-5 years (n = 48), 6-12 years (n = 54), and 13+ years (n =
51). The independent variable in each ANOVA was career tenure, with the three levels just
described. The four humor scales of the HSQ (affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and selfdefeating) served as dependent variables in these four analyses. Table 18 provides sample
descriptive statistics on the four HSQ humor scales for the three career tenure groups as well as
results of the one-way ANOVAs used to evaluate humor style differences between career tenure
groups. Figure 10 is a plot of means for the three career tenure groups on each of the humor
scales. The career tenure groups did not differ significantly on self-defeating humor, but there
were significant age-related differences on the affiliative, self-enhancing, and aggressive humor
scales. Bonferroni-adjusted post hoc comparisons were used to identify which career tenure
groups differed significantly on each of those three humor styles. The results of those post hoc
pairwise comparisons are summarized in Table 19. Affiliative and self-enhancing humor
increased significantly from the 1-5 year group to the 6-12 year group and then did not change
significantly from the 6-12 to 13+ group. Aggressive humor did not change significantly from
the 1-5 year to the 6-12 year group but did decline significantly from the 6-12 year to the 13+
year group.

Summary and Conclusions
I used a Qualtracs online survey to collect data on leadership and humor styles from 155
continuing education administrators (a 33.5% response rate). Leadership styles were evaluated
using the MLQ (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire) and the HSQ measured four
humor styles (affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating). The sample met my
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Table 18
Descriptive Statistics on Affiliative, Self-Enhancing, Aggressive, and Self-Defeating Humor
Among Three Career Tenure Groups of Continuing Education Leaders and Tests of
Differences Between Career Tenure Groups
______________________________________________________________________
Between-Subjects ANOVAs
Humor Style
M
SD
n
F
df
p
______________________________________________________________________
Affiliative
14.08 2,146 <.001
1-5 years
4.38
1.12
43
6-12 years
5.24
1.28
50
13+ years
5.59
1.04
50
Overall
5.10
1.25
143
Self-Enhancing
1-5 years
6-12 years
13+ years
Overall

4.26
4.90
5.05
4.76

0.98
0.93
0.95
1.00

43
50
50
143

Aggressive
1-5 years
6-12 years
13+ years
Overall

3.50
3.86
3.09
3.48

0.98
1.02
0.91
1.02

43
50
50
143

8.46

2,146

<.001

8.53

2,147

<.001

Self-Defeating
1.21
2,147
.300
1-5 years
3.59
0.84
43
6-12 years
3.85
0.82
50
13+ years
3.72
0.97
50
Overall
3.73
0.88
143
_______________________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on HSQ humor scales could vary from 1-7.
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Figure 10. Plot of means on affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor
scales for three career tenure groups of continuing education leaders. Scores on the HSQ humor
scales could vary from 1-7

Table 19
Bonferroni-Adjusted Post Hoc Comparisons of Career Tenure Groups on Affiliative, SelfEnhancing, and Aggressive Humor
_________________________________________________________________________________
Comparisons
Mean Diff.
Std. Err.
p
___________________________________________________________
Affiliative Humor
1-5 vs. 6-12 years
-0.86
0.24
.001
1-5 vs. 13+ years
-1.22
0.24
<.001
6-12 vs. 13+ years
-0.36
0.23
.369
Self-Enhancing Humor
1-5 vs.6-12 years
1-5 vs. 13+ years
6-12 vs. 13+ years

-0.63
-0.79
-0.16

0.20
0.20
0.19

.005
<.001
.999

Aggressive Humor
1-5 vs. 6-12 years
-0.36
0.20
.244
1-5 vs. 13+ years
0.42
0.20
.126
6-12 vs. 13+ years
0.77
0.20
<.001
____________________________________________________________
Note. Scores on the HSQ scales could vary from 1-7.
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sampling goal of 147 cases to provide at least 80% statistical power for all planned study
analyses. Despite some questions regarding the quality of the data, including hastily completed
surveys, univariate and bivariate outliers, and scales with weak reliability, analyses of the data
indicated that leadership styles were significantly correlated with humor styles. A canonical
correlation analysis performed for 145 cases for whom complete data were available
conservatively estimated that a statistically significant 20% of the variance in humor styles was
explained by participants’ leadership styles in the population represented by the study sample.
This is a moderately strong relationship by the standards of the social sciences. I then used a
series of 12 Pearson correlations to identify the sources of this significant multivariate
relationship. I tested those Pearson correlations for significance using a stringent level of
significance (p< .004) to keep the Type I error rate at .05 across the series of tests. Sample sizes
varied slightly from one analysis to the next due to scattered missing data, but samples were
sufficiently large to provide at least 80% statistical power for all tests. Transformational
leadership showed relatively strong, positive correlations with affiliative and self-enhancing
leadership and a relatively strong negative correlation with aggressive humor. Laissez-faire
leadership showed medium strength positive correlations with aggressive and self-defeating
humor and medium strength negative correlations with affiliative and self-enhancing humor.
Transactional leadership was not significantly correlated with any humor style, but the extremely
poor reliability of the transactional humor scale (α = .53) may account for the weak correlations
that involved that variable.
I was able to perform several ancillary analyses due to the availability of some
demographic (i.e., gender, age) and professional information (i.e., career tenure) for the sample.
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Six sets of analyses were performed to determine if (a) gender was related to leadership style, (b)
age was related to leadership style, (c) career tenure was related to leadership style, (d) gender
was related to humor style, (e) age was related to humor style, and (f) career tenure was
related to humor style. The outcomes of those analyses are summarized in Table 20.
Gender was related to transformational leadership, with females showing stronger
transformational leadership than males. No other leadership styles were related to gender. There
were no significant gender differences on any of the four humor styles examined in this study.
Age was significantly related to transformational and laissez-faire leadership, with
transformational leadership increasing with age and laissez-faire leadership decreasing with age.
Transactional leadership was unrelated to age. Age was significantly related to affiliative and
self-enhancing humor, with both of those leadership styles showing increases with age.
Aggressive and self-defeating humor were unrelated to age. Career tenure was significantly
related to leadership style, with transactional leadership increasing with career tenure and
laissez-faire leadership decreasing with career tenure. Transformational leadership was unrelated
to career tenure. Career tenure was significantly related to affiliative, self-enhancing, and
aggressive humor. Affiliative humor and self-enhancing humor were stronger in those with
longer careers and aggressive humor declined with career tenure. Self-defeating humor was not
related to career tenure.
Although this study was correlational, preventing the drawing of any direct causal
conclusions, leadership and humor styles showed a moderately strong multivariate relationship.
Follow-up Pearson correlations between the three leadership scales and four humor scales

showed that seven out of 12 correlations were statistically significant. The patterning of those
correlations will be explored and interpreted in the next chapter in order to better understand the
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nature of the connections between humor and leadership. Leadership styles were found to be
significantly related to gender, age, and career tenure, and humor styles were found to be
significantly related to age and career tenure. Those relationships will also be examined and
interpreted in Chapter 5.

Table 20
Summary of Results of Ancillary Analyses Examining Effects of Gender, Age, and Career
Tenure on Humor and Leadership Styles
________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables

Dependent Variables

Results

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Leadership Styles

Transformational
Transactional
Laissez-Faire

females > males
n.s.
n.s.

Affiliative
Self-Enhancing
Aggressive
Self-Defeating

n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.

Gender Effects on:
Humor Styles

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Leadership Styles
Age Effects on:
Humor Styles

Transformational
Transactional
Laissez-Faire

increases with age
n.s.
decreases with age

Affiliative
Self-Enhancing
Aggressive
Self-Defeating

increases with age
increases with age
decreases with age
n.s.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Leadership Styles
Career Tenure Effects on:
Humor Styles

Transformational
Transactional
Laissez-Faire

increases with tenure
n.s.
decreases with tenure

Affiliative
Self-Enhancing
Aggressive
Self-Defeating

increases with tenure
increases with tenure
decreases with tenure
n.s. .

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Note. The note “n.s.” signifies no significant relationship between the independent and dependent variables. All
other findings were significant at p< .05.

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Overview of the Study
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the relationship between leadership styles
(transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire) and humor styles (self-enhancing, affiliative,
aggressive, and self-defeating) among administrative leaders in continuing education. There is
prior research on humor and on leadership, but this dissertation is the first of its kind to look at
both leadership and humor in continuing education. Although the study was purely correlational
and did not establish that leadership styles exert any causal impact on humor or that styles of
humor have any causal effect on leadership styles, leadership and humor were found to be
associated. The study also collected some information about participants’ demographic and
professional characteristics, and relationships between those variables and leadership and humor
styles were investigated in a series of ancillary analyses.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
The overarching research question for this study was this: What is the relationship
between leadership style and humor style among administrative leaders in continuing education
programs in public four-year universities in the United States. This overall, multivariate
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relationship between three leadership styles and four humor styles was the focus of the study’s
first research question, shown below with its associated null and alternative hypotheses:
RQ1: What is the relationship between leadership style and humor style among
administrative leaders in continuing education programs in public four-year universities
in the United States?
H10: Leadership style and humor style are unrelated among administrative leaders
in continuing education programs in public four-year universities in the United
States.
H11: Leadership style and humor style are significantly related (p< .05) among
administrative leaders in continuing education programs in public four-year
universities in the United States.
Twelve subsequent research questions focused on bivariate relationships between each of the
three leadership styles and each of the four humor styles. The following specific research
questions (and their associated null and alternative hypotheses) were addressed in this study:
RQ2: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and affiliative humor?
H20: Transformational leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated.
H21: Transformational leadership and affiliative humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ3: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
H30: Transformational leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated.
H31: Transformational leadership and self-enhancing humor are related (p<
0.004).
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RQ4: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and aggressive
humor?
H40: Transformational leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated.
H41: Transformational leadership and aggressive humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ5: What is the relationship between transformational leadership and self-defeating
humor?
H50: Transformational leadership and self-defeating humor are unrelated.
H51: Transformational leadership and self-defeating humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ6: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and affiliative humor?
H60: Transactional leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated.
H61: Transactional leadership and affiliative humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ7: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
H70: Transactional leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated.
H71: Transactional leadership and self-enhancing humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ8: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and aggressive humor?
H80: Transactional leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated.
H81: Transactional leadership and aggressive humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ9: What is the relationship between transactional leadership and self-defeating
humor?
H90: Transactional leadership and self-defeating humor are unrelated.
H91: Transactional leadership and self-defeating humor are related (p< 0.004).
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RQ10: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor?
H100: Laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor are unrelated.
H101: Laissez-faire leadership and affiliative humor are related (p< 0.004).
RQ11: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing
humor?
H110: Laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing humor are unrelated.
H111: Laissez-faire leadership and self-enhancing humor are related (p<
0.004).
RQ12: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor?
H120: Laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor are unrelated.
H121: Laissez-faire leadership and aggressive humor are related (p<
0.004).
RQ13: What is the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating
humor?
H130: Laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating humor are unrelated.
H131: Laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating humor are related (p<
0.004).

Research Methodology and Design
This was a quantitative study that used a cross-sectional correlational research design.
The designation of independent and dependent variables (IV and DV, respectively) is arbitrary in
a purely correlational analysis like this one, since the correlation between IV and DV will always
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be equal to the correlation between DV and IV. However, some correlational methods, including
the canonical correlation analysis used in this study, require that variables be classified as either
independent or dependent. With that in mind, leadership style was designated as the study’s
independent variable, and humor style was designated as the dependent variable. These
designations should not be taken to convey any sense that correlations between leadership and
humor mean that leadership “affects” humor. No such directional, causal conclusions are
warranted and none were drawn.
An online survey was used to collect data on leadership and humor styles from the
research population of administrative leaders of CE programs in four-year public universities.
Upon receiving IRB approval, participant recruitment was initiated through an initial email
contact which explained the purpose of the study. A second email provided CE leaders with the
link to an online survey that was used to collect data. All respondents agreed to an informed
consent statement, and survey instructions made it clear that participation was voluntary and that
respondents could cease participation at any time. No information was collected that could
identify individual participants or their organizational affiliations, except that those who wished
to be included in a drawing for a $50 gift card were asked to provide contact information for the
drawing. Participant names were not connected to participant data. Data collection took place
over a four-week period of time during February and March 2018.
The size of the research population of CE leaders in four-year institutions is unknown,
but the target population from which the study’s sample was drawn consisted of 463 CE leaders
who were invited to participate in the study. Of those, 155 individuals chose to do so, providing a
33.5% return rate and a convenience sample that slightly exceeded the estimated 147 cases
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needed to provide 80% statistical power for all of the study’s planned inferential statistical
procedures. The sample consisted of CE leaders and department heads holding titles such as Vice
Provost, Associate Vice Provost, Dean, Executive Director, Director, and other titles designating
leadership positions in continuing education or similar departments.
Respondents were roughly split between males (54.8%) and females (43.2%); the single
most frequently reported highest degree completed was the master’s degree (45.2%); most
respondents identified their race/ethnicity as white (70.3%); the mean age was 43.8 years (SD =
12.6), and the average number of years spent working in continuing education was 10.9 years
(SD = 8.4).
The survey included instruments used to collect data on CE leaders’ leadership styles and
humor styles. Leadership styles were measured using the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 1997) and humor styles were measured using the Humor Style
Questionnaire (HSQ; Martin et al, 2003). The Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire, developed
by Bass and Avolio (1997), is a questionnaire with 45 items that measure leadership styles on a
five-point Likert scale (0 = not at all, 1 = once in a while, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, and 4
= frequently if not always). Within the MLQ, transformational leadership is measured by 20
items, transactional leadership is measured by 12 items, and laissez-faire leadership is measured
by eight items. The HSQ developed by Martin et al. (2003) consists of 32 items on a seven-point
Likert rating scales (1 = totally disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 =
neither agree nor disagree, 5 = slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7 = totally agree). The
HSQ measures four types of humor (affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating)
using eight items per humor subscale.
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These instruments proved to be somewhat problematic. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
calculated using data collected in the study indicated that the reliability of two of three leadership
style scales from the MLQ (transactional and laissez-faire) and two of four humor style scales
from the HSQ (self-defeating and aggressive humor) were just at or somewhat below the usual
standards for instruments used in research applications (α > 0.70). Problems with data reliability
may very well have resulted from the extreme speed with which many respondents completed
the study survey. Although the worst “speeders” were eliminated by the host of the online survey
(Qualtrics), there remained a substantial number of respondents with very fast survey completion
times. Data from all participants who were not excluded by Qualtrics were retained for analysis
and all variables were analyzed despite low reliability.
The statistical assumptions for all planned study inferential analyses were tested.
Although univariate and bivariate outliers were identified in screening the data, they were
relatively few in number and were not removed from the analyses so as to maintain sample size.
All other statistical assumptions were satisfied. The results of analyses aimed at addressing the
study’s planned research questions are summarized and interpreted below.

Summary of the Results
Study results are summarized in the following paragraphs, organized by research
question.
RQ1 asked, “What is the relationship between leadership style and humor style among
administrative leaders in continuing education programs in public four-year universities in the
United States?” The purpose of the study was to evaluate the extent to which leadership and
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humor styles are related. The overall, multivariate relationship between leadership and humor
styles was evaluated using a canonical correlation analysis. That analysis tested the null
hypothesis that there was no relationship between leadership and humor styles. Canonical
correlation analysis examines the extent to which a collection of several independent variables
(leadership styles in this study) is related to a collection of several dependent variables (humor
styles in this study). The analysis is accomplished by creating weighted combinations of
independent and dependent variables, each called canonical variates. The weights chosen to
create those canonical variates are selected so as to maximize the correlation between the two
canonical variates, called the canonical correlation. Canonical correlation analysis is thus a
method by which the researcher can measure the overall strength of relationship between several
independent variables (e.g., leadership styles) and several dependent variables (e.g., humor
styles). The results of the canonical correlation showed that those two constructs were
significantly related, with at least 20% of the variability in humor styles from one person to the
next explained by their leadership styles.
The canonical correlation analysis showed that leadership and humor are reliably related
among CE leaders (i.e., H10 was rejected), but further analyses were needed to determine which
leadership styles were linked to which humor styles and whether those relationships were
positive or negative. Those 12 bivariate relationships (3 leadership styles x 4 humor styles) were
the focus of RQ2-RQ13, each of which examined the strength, direction, and statistical
significance of the relationship between one leadership style and one humor style. Each of those
research questions was addressed using a separate Pearson correlation that tested the null
hypothesis that the leadership style under consideration in that analysis was unrelated to the
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humor style under consideration in that analysis. The correlations were each evaluated for
statistical significance at the .004 level of significance so as to hold the Type I error rate at .05
across the series of 12 correlations. Correlations reaching the .004 level of significance were
interpreted as providing sufficient evidence to reject the null hypotheses being tested, whereas
correlations that failed to reach this level of significance were interpreted as failing to provide
sufficient evidence to reject their associated null hypotheses. The results of the Pearson
correlational analyses are presented next, organized into three groups for the sake of expediency:
RQ2-RQ5 looked at how transformational leadership was related to the four humor styles, RQ6RQ9 looked at how transactional leadership was related to the four humor styles, and RQ10RQ13 looked at how laissez-faire leadership was related to the four humor styles.
RQ2-RQ5 addressed the relationship between transformational leadership and affiliative,
self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor. Transformational leadership showed a
strong, statistically significant, positive correlation with affiliative humor and self-enhancing
humor; a strong, statistically significant negative correlation with aggressive humor; and a weak,
non-significant correlation with self-defeating humor. This means that CE leaders who were
strongly transformational in their approach to leadership also tended to make greater use of
affiliative and self-enhancing humor and were disinclined to use aggressive humor. Conversely,
CE leaders who did not use a transformational leadership style were disinclined to use affiliative
and self-enhancing humor and were more inclined to use aggressive humor. Levels of
transformational leadership were unrelated to the use of self-defeating humor; i.e., CE leaders’
levels of transformational leadership were unrelated to their use of self-defeating humor.
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Bass (1985) and Burns (1978) described transformational leadership as using motivation
to attain the shared goals in the organization. Of the four humor styles researched, self-enhancing
and affiliative were defined by Romero and Cruthirds (2006) more positively as enhancing
perceptions and support. Conversely, aggressive humor and self-defeating humor were defined
more negatively by Kahn (1989) and Romero and Cruthirds (2006), respectively. By definition,
we would expect transformational leadership, a leadership style defined as using motivation, to
be associated with more positive humor styles rather than the ones more easily defined as
negative.
RQ6-RQ9 addressed the relationship between transactional leadership and affiliative,
self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor. Transactional leadership was not
significantly correlated with any of the four types of humor examined in this study. This means
that the tendency to use or not to use a pattern of transactional leadership is unrelated to CE
leaders’ approach to humor.
It may be that the strict protocol and regimentation used by transactional leaders to
manage the activities of subordinates (Celik, 2003) make the transactional leader’s style of
humor irrelevant. In other words, with daily activities strongly structured by policies and
procedure a leader’s style of humor is free to vary. While transformational leadership seems to
call for a style of humor that is highly affiliative, highly self-enhancing, and less aggressive, the
transactional leadership style almost replaces leadership with structure and that frees the leader
to adopt any style of humor. Thus, in a transactional environment the use of humor may not play
as important a role as is true in a transformational environment, where the leader’s personal
characteristics, not policies and procedures, are key.
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There is another interpretation of the finding that transactional leadership was unrelated
to any style of humor. The reliability of the MLQ measure of transformational leadership was
unacceptably low. As noted in Chapter 4, unreliable measures cannot correlate strongly with
other variables because much of the variability in an unreliable measure is random and unrelated
to the construct being measured. Therefore, transactional leadership may have appeared to be
unrelated to other variables examined in this study, including measures of humor, largely due to
the poor reliability in the measurement of transactional leadership.
RQ10-RQ13 addressed the relationship between laissez-faire leadership and affiliative,
self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor. Laissez-faire leadership showed an
interesting pattern of moderate, but statistically significant correlations with humor styles.
Laissez-faire leadership was negatively correlated with affiliative and self-enhancing humor and
positively correlated with aggressive and self-defeating humor (though the last of these
correlations, between laissez-faire leadership and self-defeating humor, was relatively weak).
The CE leaders in this study who were highest in laissez-faire leadership were inclined to use
aggressive and self-defeating humor and disinclined to use affiliative and self-enhancing humor.
Those who were low in laissez-faire leadership were inclined to use affiliative and selfenhancing humor and disinclined to use aggressive and self-defeating humor. This is very nearly
the exact opposite pattern from the correlations linking transformational leadership and humor
styles, where CE leaders who were highest in transformational leadership showed the greatest
use of affiliative and self-enhancing humor styles and least use of the aggressive style of humor.
The opposite pattern of correlations between transformational leadership and humor on
the one hand and laissez-faire leadership and humor on the other hand makes some sense.
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Laissez-faire leadership boils down to a “leave them alone” approach. That is quite distinct from
transformational leadership which boils down to a “convince them and bring them along”
approach. A transformational leader must interact successfully and winningly with his or her
subordinates. In a laissez-faire leadership environment, in contrast, leader-subordinate
interactions, including the use of humor, are dramatically less important because subordinates’
workplace behavior is assumed to flow from their own abilities and motivations, not from leadersubordinate interactions or any particular characteristics of the leader (e.g., humor) in those
interactions.

Study Limitations and Delimitations
As stated in earlier chapters, research limitations are study weaknesses that cannot be
controlled by the researcher. Research delimitations are constraints that are self-imposed by the
researcher for the sake of keeping the research manageable (Ellis & Levy, 2009). Limitations of
the study included the following:
1. All data collected in this study were acquired through the respondents’ self-reports.
While this is unlikely to affect responses to questions about objective demographic
characteristics, the items that assess leadership and humor styles are subjective and
thus were subject to various distortions like central tendency bias (the tendency for
some raters to avoid using extreme ratings), response set (the tendency for ratings to
be highly similar across dissimilar items), social desirability bias (responding in ways
that are thought to be socially appropriate), self-enhancement bias (responding in
ways that help respondents to maintain their self-esteem), and acquiescence (the
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tendency to agree with whatever is presented), constant bias (when different raters
interpret the same rating scale anchors differently), and even random responding
(giving ratings without sufficient thought; (Cohen, Swerdlik, & Sturman, 2010;
Friedman & Amoo, 1999; Miller & Lovler, 2016; Sedikides & Strube, 1995, 1997).
Although these biasing effects might affect the accuracy of participants’ self-reports,
the effects would be expected to be equal across all leadership style and humor style
groups. As such, the biasing effects should not affect the outcomes of the study’s
analyses.
2. The study relied on volunteer research participants, creating a form of selection bias
known as self-selection or volunteer bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1976). Those who volunteer to participate in research are
known to differ in a variety of ways (e.g., cognitive, personality, demographic) from
non-volunteers, some of which might have influenced responses to questions posed in
this study. Because of this, the study’s findings can only be generalized to the
hypothetical population of CE administrators who, like those in this sample, are
willing to volunteer for this type of research and have the same demographic and
other characteristics of this sample.
3. The study’s sample size was somewhat constrained, with only about a third of those
who were invited to participate actually choosing to do so. Small samples limit the
statistical power of the inferential statistics that are used to address the study’s
research questions. As a consequence, the inferential correlational procedures used in
this study only had a good chance of detecting as statistically significant those
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population correlations that were of moderate to high strength. Weak relationships
between leadership and humor that might exist in the population had a poor chance of
being identified in analyses of sample data.
4. Leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire), the independent
variables in this correlational research design, were non-manipulated variables. As in
any research design, the designated dependent variables in this study, humor styles
(affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating), were also nonmanipulated. Consequently, it is not possible to draw any causal conclusions from the
study’s findings based on the correlations that were identified between leadership and
humor. For example, it cannot be concluded from this study that by changing his or
her leadership style, a CE leader will experience a change in humor style, nor that by
changing his or her humor style a CE leader will experience a change in leadership
style. However, the purpose of the study was not to establish these causal
relationships. Rather, the study simply sought to determine if leadership style and
humor style are related in the correlational sense.
5. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for two of the three leadership style scales from the
MLQ (transactional and laissez-faire) and two of the four humor style scales from the
HSQ (self-defeating and aggressive humor) were just at or somewhat below the usual
standards for instruments used in research applications (α > 0.70; DeVellis, 2012). Of
course the reliability of a study’s findings is limited by the reliability of its measures.
In the present study, unreliable variables were analyzed despite their questionable
suitability for analysis, and correlations involving those unreliable measures were
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interpreted despite the questionable validity of those interpretations. Caution needs to
be exercised when evaluating the results of any analyses involving transactional
leadership, laissez-faire leadership, self-defeating humor, and aggressive humor.
Delimitations of the study are:
1. The target population was restricted to those individuals who subscribe to one CE
listserv. As a result, the majority of CE administrators in the thousands of institutions
of higher education in the United States and abroad were not included in this study. It
is impossible to know if the listserv subscribers who were invited to participate are
typical of CE administrators more broadly. Therefore, study results only generalize to
CE administrators in the target population, with these additional characteristics: They
are individuals who would volunteer to participate in a study like this one and show
the same demographic, professional, and other characteristics as those who actually
participate in the study. In other words, because the sample was a convenience
sample, the population to which the results will generalize was determined after the
fact by examining the characteristics of the sample that did participate.
2. The decision to use a quantitative, rather than qualitative, methodology meant that the
rich data that typically emerge from qualitative research were unavailable here.
Although statistically reliable correlational relationships between leadership and
humor were established in the study, the mechanisms that mediate those relationships
were not addressed by the study. For example, why is transformational leadership
positively correlated with affiliative and self-enhancing humor? Although I have
offered some speculation on this and similar questions that were
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suggested by the statistical results, qualitative data (e.g., interviews with CE leaders)
would also shed valuable light on the nature of the relationships between leadership
style and humor in the CE environment.

Ancillary Analyses
The fact that some information was collected on participants’ demographic and
professional characteristics enabled examining relationships between those variables and
leadership and humor styles in a series of ancillary analyses. One-way between-subjects
ANOVAs were used to evaluate associations between gender, age, and career tenure (the
designated independent variables) and leadership and humor styles (the designated dependent
variables). Two of these demographic independent variables, age and career tenure, were
collected as continuous variables in the survey and had to be converted to categorical variables in
order to serve as independent variables in the one-way ANOVAs (which only handle categorical
independent variables). Consequently, age and career tenure were each split into three value
ranges with an eye toward keeping the groups thus formed as nearly equal in size as possible to
maximize statistical power. Dependent variables in the one-way ANOVAs were the leadership
and humor scales from the MLQ and HSQ. The following ancillary research questions were
asked:
ARQ1. Are there differences in levels of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership as a function of the gender of continuing education leaders?
ARQ2. Are there differences in levels of affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and selfdefeating humor as a function of the gender of continuing education leaders?
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ARQ3. Are there differences in levels of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership as a function of age among continuing education leaders?
ARQ4. Are there differences in levels of affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and selfdefeating humor as a function of age among continuing education leaders?
ARQ5. Are there differences in levels of transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire
leadership as a function of career tenure among continuing education leaders?
ARQ6. Are there differences in levels of affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and selfdefeating humor as a function of career tenure among continuing education leaders?
Results of analyses that addressed these ancillary research questions are summarized below.
Those results are organized into three groups for the sake of expediency. First are analyses that
related gender to leadership (ARQ1) and humor (ARQ2). Second are analyses that related age to
leadership (ARQ3) and humor (ARQ4). Third are analyses that related career tenure to
leadership (ARQ5) and humor (ARQ6).

Gender Relationship to Leadership and Humor
There were no gender differences on either transactional or laissez-faire leadership
measures, but women who participated in this study scored significantly higher than men on the
MLQ measure of transformational leadership. There were no gender differences on any of the
four styles of humor examined in this study. Male and female CE leaders in this study displayed
approximately equal levels of affiliative, self-enhancing, aggressive, and self-defeating humor.
It was reported previously that transformational leadership was related to humor styles,
and here it was seen that gender was related to transformational leadership. Considered together,
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those findings would lead one to predict that gender would also be related to humor styles. That
was not the case, which points to the fact that the relationships between the variables, while
moderate to strong (by the standards of the social and behavioral sciences), were not perfect.

Age Relationship to Leadership and Humor
Age was found to be positively associated with transformational leadership and
negatively associated with laissez-faire leadership. Age was unrelated to transactional leadership.
It was previously noted that transformational leadership was positively associated with affiliative
and self-enhancing humor and negatively associated with aggressive humor. This pattern of
relationships would lead one to hypothesize that, relative to younger leaders, older CE leaders
would show stronger levels of affiliative and self-enhancing humor styles and lower levels of
aggressive humor. All three of these relationships were confirmed. Older CE leaders showed
higher levels of affiliative and self-enhancing humor styles and lower levels of aggressive humor
in comparison to younger CE leaders.
It was previously reported that that laissez-faire leadership was negatively associated
with affiliative and self-enhancing humor styles and positively associated with aggressive and
self-defeating humor styles. On this basis, one would also predict that increasing age would be
accompanied by higher affiliative and self-enhancing humor styles and lower aggressive and
self-defeating humor styles. The first three of these four predictions were confirmed. Affiliative
and self-enhancing humor were both stronger among older CE leaders than younger CE leaders,
and aggressive humor was stronger among younger CE leaders than older CE leaders. The
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prediction that increasing age would be accompanied by lower self-defeating humor was not
confirmed in this study.
One difficulty in studying relationships between age, leadership, and humor in this study
arose from the fact that the study used a cross-sectional approach (studying people in different
age groups at one point in time), rather than a longitudinal approach (studying the same people
as they aged and matured over a longer period of time).Therefore, it is not clear if age-related
differences in leadership and humor styles observed here are a function of maturation or if
generational differences are responsible. Of course, while a longitudinal study of leaders to track
changes in their leadership styles, humor styles, and efficacy would be hugely desirable, the
logistics of such a study would be daunting.

Career Tenure Relationship to Leadership and Humor
Years working in CE, i.e., career tenure, was positively associated with transformational
leadership and negatively associated with laissez-faire leadership. In other words, those with
longer careers were more strongly transformational and less strongly laissez-faire than those with
shorter careers. This finding is consistent with the results related to age. Assuming that longer
career tenure would tend to be associated with greater age, one would predict that age and career
tenure would show about the same pattern of relationships to leadership. They did. Age and
career tenure were both positively associated with transformational leadership and negatively
associated with laissez-faire leadership.
Since laissez-faire leadership was found to be negatively correlated with affiliative and
self-enhancing humor and positively correlated with aggressive and self-defeating humor, one
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would predict that those with longer career tenures (and less laissez-faire leadership) would also
show stronger affiliative, stronger self-enhancing, weaker aggressive, and weaker self-defeating
humor styles. The first three of those four predictions were confirmed here. As careers advanced,
CE leaders showed stronger affiliative and self-enhancing humor and weaker aggressive humor.
The fourth prediction, that those with longer careers (and less laissez-faire leadership) would
show weaker self-defeating humor, was not confirmed in this study.
Career tenure, like age, was studied here only cross-sectionally, not longitudinally. As a
consequence, it cannot be determined from this study if differences in leadership and humor
styles associated with career tenure were the product of maturation over time or due to
generational differences.

Implications of the Study
When discussing leadership and leadership styles, most would not think to look at how
humor is involved. The data in this study was used to correlate three different leadership styles
with four humor styles. In those correlations, relationships between a leadership style and a
humor style were discovered, as well as those that were unrelated. This implies that the
relationship between leadership style and humor style may have an impact on how an individual
leads his or her organization.
With the further ancillary research conducted, a better picture of the type of person (by
gender, age, and tenure) to use specific leadership or humor styles became apparent. The
combination of the initial research and ancillary research draws one step closer to identifying
what leadership and humor styles CE leaders use and when they use them.
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The understanding of leadership and humor styles in a leader of a continuing education
department should lead to the examination of how leadership styles and humor are used in other
areas of academia. Further research to understand leadership and humor at all grade levels,
including primary and secondary schools, non-traditional organizations, and any other
environment where learning is present is important to understand leaders in each of those areas.
The research conducted in this study focused on how leadership and humor styles are
related. In the next section, the suggestion is made to research and identify what combination of
leadership styles and humor styles would be ideal for a person taking on the position of Vice
Provost, Associate Vice Provost, Dean, Executive Director, Director, and other similar titles at
any educational institution. The implications of understanding an ideal candidate for any of these
roles can make candidate selection easier during the hiring process by understanding each
leadership and humor style.

Future Research
This study was able to identify correlational relationships between measures of leadership
style, humor style, and demographic and professional variables, but because none of the
variables in the study were manipulated, no causal conclusions can be drawn. For instance, it was
found that the affiliative and self-enhancing styles of humor were positively correlated with
transformational leadership, but this does not mean that by attempting to develop a more
affiliative or self-enhancing style of humor that one’s leadership style will become more
transformational. It also does not mean that by practicing a transformational leadership style
one’s humor will become more affiliative or self-enhancing. Leadership and humor style might
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be causally related, but the relationship between leadership and humor style might also reflect
the workings of one or more additional mediating variables. It seems quite possible that the
related tendencies to express one’s humor in an affiliative or self-enhancing manner and to
display a transformation leadership style might all be manifestations of some other personality
trait or work environment variable. Similarly, the related tendencies to express a self-defeating or
aggressive style of humor and to display a laissez-faire leadership style might all be
manifestations of some other individual trait or workplace variable.
This study pointed to some interesting possibilities regarding how leadership and humor
styles might be related to organizational outcomes. Although leadership styles have been heavily
investigated for their role in organizational outcomes, that has not been the case with humor
style. The relationships identified in this study between leadership and humor and the known
relationships between leadership and organizational productivity established in other research
suggest that humor styles might also be related to organizational outcomes. A more direct
investigation of the relationships between humor styles and workplace outcomes would be
worthwhile.
The study was cross-sectional, examining CE leaders of different ages and different
career tenures using data collected at one point in time. Although age and career tenure were
found to be related to leadership and humor styles, it is not clear from a cross-sectional research
design if those relationships are due to maturational and developmental changes that occur with
age and career tenure or if they are due to generational differences. Only a longitudinal study that
follows a single cohort of CE leaders as they progress through their lives and careers and
watches changes in leadership and humor style over time can determine whether the effects of

136
age and career tenure on leadership and humor that were observed in this study are generational
or developmental. As noted earlier, such a study would have to be conducted over a long period
of time and would be extraordinarily difficult, but tremendously valuable.
While no causal conclusions can be drawn about the relationships between variables
examined in this study, it would not be difficult to investigate possible causal links using an
experimental research design. With written or video vignettes it is possible to experimentally
manipulate independent variables that would be difficult or impossible to manipulate in field
research (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). One could investigate the impact of a leader’s style of
humor on follower job satisfaction, motivation, and work ethic with vignettes using actors
depicted as leaders who display varying types of humor and then measuring how study
participants would feel about working for those leaders. Different leadership styles could be
manipulated similarly in vignettes to establish causal links between leadership and workplace
outcomes. Of course, laboratory studies involving vignettes are merely simulations of the real
world and are always subject to criticism for poor fidelity to the real world, but they do enable
establishing causality in a way that field research using correlational designs cannot.
Finally, while quantitative research can be useful in establishing the statistical reliability
of a phenomenon, such as a between-group difference or a correlation between variables,
quantitative research often fails to collect the kinds of data that would help the researcher to
understand why that phenomenon is as it is. In the present study, for instance, it was established
that certain leadership styles are more strongly associated with some humor styles than with
others, it was established that age and career tenure were related to leadership, and it was shown
that gender is reliably linked to leadership style. What the data did not address, though, was why
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different leadership styles are associated with different humor styles or why age and career tenure
are associated with different leadership styles or why gender is related to leadership. Qualitative
research to investigate the relationships that were established in the present research would be
valuable in providing the kinds of rich data that would offer the explanations that were missing
from the present analysis.

Conclusion
The world of education is constantly changing, and in anticipation of future changes in
the educational system, an understanding of leadership and who can flourish is important.
Understanding interpersonal interactions and how organizations can best function toward their
success may be the only constant we have in the future. The role of a continuing education leader
will grow within the overall institution as new learning modalities and additional, non-traditional
students enter into education. The role of the CE leader is also not exempt from the broader
changes in educational policy and practice, as more roles move away from the traditional office
space to work-from-home or co-op spaces. Understanding leadership will be critical to making
continuing education more successful. Understanding what a successful leader looks like, in
terms of leadership styles, humor styles, demographics, etc., can help in how we develop our
current and future leadership.
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0
Not at all

1
Once in a while

2
sometimes

3
fairly often

4
frequently if not always

Directions: Please answer all items on the questionnaire by circling the appropriate response on the rating scale from 0 to 4
the format is given below. The word “others” in question may mean your peers, clients, direct reports staff, and/or all of
these individuals. If an item is irrelevant, or if you are unsure or do not know the answer leave the answer blank.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

I provide others with assistance in exchange for their efforts
I re-examine critical assumptions to questions whether they are appropriate
I fail to interfere until problems become serious
I focus attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions and deviations
I avoid getting involved when important issues arise
I talk about my most important values and beliefs
I am absent when needed
I seek differing perspectives when solving problems
I talk optimistically about the future
I instill pride in others for being associated with me
I discuss in specific terms who is responsible for achieving performance targets
I wait for things to go wrong before taken action
I talk enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished
I specify the importance of having a strong sense of purpose
I spend time teaching and coaching
I make clear what one can expect to receive when performance goals are achieved
I show that I am a firm believer in “If it isn’t broke, don’t fix it”
I go beyond self-interest for the good of the group
I treat others as individuals rather than just as a member of a group
I demonstrate that problems must become chronic before I take action
I act in ways that build others’ respect for me
I concentrate my full intention on dealing with mistakes, complaints, and failures
I consider the moral and ethical consequences of decisions
I keep tracks of all mistakes
I display a sense of power and confidence
I articulate a compelling version of the future
I direct my attention toward failures to meet standards
I avoid making decisions
I consider an individual as having different needs, abilities, and aspirations from others
I get others to look at problems from many different angles
I help others to develop their strengths
I suggest new ways of looking at how to complete assignments
I delay responding to urgent questions
I emphasize the importance of having a collective sense of mission
I express satisfaction when others meet expectations
I express confidence that goals will be achieved
I am effective in meeting others’ job-related needs
I use methods of leadership that are satisfying
I get others to do more than they expected to do
I am effective in representing others to higher authority
I work with others in a satisfactory way
I heighten others’ desire to succeed
I am effective in meeting organizational requirements
I increase others’ willingness to try harder
I lead a group that is effective
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People experience and express humor in many different ways. Below is a list of statements
describing different ways in which humor might be experienced. Please read each statement
carefully, and indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with it. Please respond as
honestly and objectively as you can. Use the following scale:
Totally
Disagree
1

Moderately
Disagree
2

Slightly
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

3

4

Slightly
Agree
5

Moderately
Agree

Totally
Agree

6

7

1.

I usually don’t laugh or joke around much with other people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2.

If I am feeling depressed, I can usually cheer myself up with humor.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3.

If someone makes a mistake, I will often tease them about it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4.

I let people laugh at me or make fun at my expense more than I should.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5.

I don't have to work very hard at making other people laugh -- I seem
to be a naturally humorous person.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6.

Even when I’m by myself, I’m often amused by the absurdities of life.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7.

People are never offended or hurt by my sense of humor.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8.

I will often get carried away in putting myself down if it makes my
family or friends laugh.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9.

I rarely make other people laugh by telling funny stories about myself.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10.

If I am feeling upset or unhappy I usually try to think of something
funny about the situation to make myself feel better.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

When telling jokes or saying funny things, I am usually not very
concerned about how other people are taking it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I often try to make people like or accept me more by saying something
funny about my own weaknesses, blunders, or faults.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13.

I laugh and joke a lot with my friends.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14.

My humorous outlook on life keeps me from getting overly upset or
depressed about things.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I do not like it when people use humor as a way of criticizing or
putting someone down.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16.

I don’t often say funny things to put myself down.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17.

I usually don’t like to tell jokes or amuse people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11.
12.

15.
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Totally
Disagree
1
18.

Moderately
Disagree
2

Slightly
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

3

4

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

5

Totally
Agree

6

7

If I’m by myself and I’m feeling unhappy, I make an effort to think
of something funny to cheer myself up.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Sometimes I think of something that is so funny that I can’t stop
myself from saying it, even if it is not appropriate for the situation.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I often go overboard in putting myself down when I am making jokes
or trying to be funny.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

21.

I enjoy making people laugh.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22.

If I am feeling sad or upset, I usually lose my sense of humor.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23.

I never participate in laughing at others even if all my friends
are doing it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

When I am with friends or family, I often seem to be the one that other
people make fun of or joke about.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

25.

I don’t often joke around with my friends.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

26.

It is my experience that thinking about some amusing aspect of a
situation is often a very effective way of coping with problems.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

27.

If I don't like someone, I often use humor or teasing to put them down.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

28.

If I am having problems or feeling unhappy, I often cover it up by joking
around, so that even my closest friends don’t know how I really feel.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

29.

I usually can’t think of witty things to say when I’m with other people.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

30.

I don’t need to be with other people to feel amused -- I can usually
find things to laugh about even when I’m by myself.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Even if something is really funny to me, I will not laugh or joke about
it if someone will be offended.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Letting others laugh at me is my way of keeping my friends and family
in good spirits.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

19.
20.

24.

31.
32.
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1. To which gender identity do you most identify?
Female
Male
Transgender Female
Transgender Male
Gender variant/non-conforming
2. What is your age in years?
20-89
3. What is your highest level of education?
Less than a Bachelor’s Degree
Bachelor’s Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctorate or Terminal Degree
4. What is your race/ethnicity?
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White
Other
5. Years working in Continuing Education?
1-50
6. What is your current title?
Vice Provost
Associate Vice Provost
Dean
Executive Director
Director
Other
7. How man years have you been in your current position?
1-50
8. Is your department/division currently profitable?
Yes
No
Other
9. Enter your .edu or.org email address to be entered into the drawing for a $50 Amazon gift card.
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Dear friends and colleagues,
I am reaching you because of your role as a leader in Continuing Education of a similar unit.
After years of writing and editing, the survey part of my dissertation has come and I am asking
for your participation. My research is finding a correlation between humor styles and leadership
styles in Continuing Education leaders.
A week from today, you will receive a follow-up email from me with the link to the survey. It
will take approximately 15-25 minutes to complete. Understanding the value of your time, I will
have a drawing for those who want to participate for a $50 Amazon gift card.
Thank you in advance for your consideration and I hope you will be able to help me gather the
necessary data.
Sincerely,
Meni Sarris
Continuing Education Leader

APPENDIX E
FOLLOW-UP EMAIL
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Dear friends and colleagues,
I am writing you to request your participation in a brief survey next week. After years of writing
and editing, the survey part of my dissertation has come. Your role as a Continuing Education (or
similar department) leader is why I am writing to you. My research is finding a correlation
between humor styles and leadership styles.
The survey will take approximately 15-25 minutes. Begin by clicking the Qualtrics link below.
By clinking and participating, you are giving your consent for me to use the data for my
research. Understanding the value of your time, I will raffle off a $50 gift card to Amazon. To
take part, include your email address at the end of the survey. Otherwise, this is a completely
anonymous.
Survey link: Humor and Leadership Survey
Thank you in advance for taking the time to complete the survey. I look forward to analyzing the
results!
Meni Sarris
Continuing Education Leader

